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FORWARD

We are happy to present and ‘recommend for Jnstltutlonal state, and

national consideration Post-Secondary Educatlonal Dpportunlty A

EgderalsState;Inst};utigggl Partnership, the'repcrt of the Task Force

on Student Assistance of the Education Commission of the States..

This is the first of a series of reports by task forces of ‘the

Commission on high priority problem areas in post-secondary education.

The réportvhas apr—oved at the San Diego Steering‘Committee meeting

of the Commission on November 18, 1970.

 On behalf of the Education Commission of the States I would like to

'Aexpress cﬁ; appreciation to fDImEIVGOVeTnp? Norbert Tiemann of
ﬁébraska and Senator Bennett K%tz‘of Mainé as Cc-Chairmén and to the
members of the Task Force for the many hours. and careful deliberations

=

that led to the report and its recommendations.

Russell W. Peterson, Governor’ of Pelaware ' : : =
Chairman, Education Commission of the States :

RWP :Mmb
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PREFACE

Inxthg £all of 1969 the Education Commission of the States identified

a series. of critical issues in higher and post-secondary education

" with major implidations for the states and higher educational insti-

f

tutions for thé de;ade of the‘?é'si.;Some twelve suchiéreés'were
identified with the help of Commiésionersg the Executivé énd Steefing
Ccmm;ttees of the Education Comm1551on of the States, the U. S. office
af Educatlon, gnd Varlaus“representaglves of the hlgher educat;cnal
cammunityg 0f the twelve four were chosen as having partlcularly

high priority. “Critical” and "high priority" for this purpose were
defined in terms of areas of particular concera from the standpoint

of their implicatigns for state and institutianallcperatién and
planning in higher éducatian‘but also areas in yhich thé p?essﬁré for
federal Iegislation was or would be high or fédéral sﬁpplgmeﬁtation
of state efforts shauld be serlously can51dered They were also areas
in ﬁhich the types of decisions made on state’ and federal levels could

or would have major impact on the future Gf post-secondary education

for some time to come.

i
z
o

The four areas so identified were student assistance, statewide planning
for post-secondary education, CDmmunlty and Juﬁlor colleges, and

‘vocational education in higher education. - In each of these areas the

" Education Commission of the States developed a task force with both

higher educational and political representation, that is, each task

=

force 1nc1uded a gcvernor “at least two Etate legislators, a‘statewide

hlghér education  executive officer, a public and a prlvate college

-pres;dent a knawledgeablé 1ayman, and three or more others w1th

5
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partlcular 1nterest or baekground in the area in question. The tesk
_forces were.not designed to undertake basic reeea;eh but +o consider
various elternetites in the field in question in terms ef{their
implications for states endighetitutiens and to etplere Perticdlarly. 4
pdssible federal, state, and institutional-responsibilities in these
creds. The task force, after such expioretioq? was‘then instructed .
té make appropriate reeqmmehdgtions to the Steering Committee of the’
Education Commission ngthe States and through the Stee:idg Committee

to the states, the federal government, and other appropriate organizations.

The Task Force on Student Assistance was appointed by Geverner Tom
MeCall of Ofegen; then Chairman of the Edueetien Commission df the
States, in the sprlng of 1970. Ir held its first meeting in Omaha,
Nebraska, on May 28, 1970. lt met subsequently on July 3Q, September 10
and 11, end by ednferedce call on Neqember 2. Subcommittees of the

Task Force met en.Jdly 8 ahd October 27. |

7

The Summary and Reeemmendatlons of the Task Force on. Student A5515tanee

4
1 4

were presented to the Steerlng Cemmlttee of the Educatidn Commission’
of the States in San:Diego, Californle, on chember 185 1970. The
Summary and Reeemdendationsuwere accepted and:apprdfed’by the Steering
Committee with instruetioﬁs t@at'they be fefwarded to the'states,
ePpicpriete members of Cengrees, eﬁd other eoeeefned‘erganizatieﬁs

and persons as a policy position.of the”Commission.

‘This document constitutes the“full repcrt ef the Task Force, 1ne1ud1ngi- -

1-.;

=
!

muuch’ of the background information and deliberations that led to the |

Summafy and»Recemmendatlcnsi We are pleased to present it to yeu. 5
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The memiers of the Task Force and the Education Commission of the

States wish to express particular appreciation to Senator Bennett Katz

of Maine, Mr. Watts Hill, Jr. of_Norfh Carolina, and Dr. John Folger -

of Tennessee for their major cbnt;ibutionsnasfmembers of the drafting

committee in helpihg to bring togéthér the various aspects of the

3

. discussion in the summdry and recommendations and the.final report.
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EDUCATION COMMISSION OF THE STATES
+ Lineoln Tower, 1860 Lincoln Street
Denver, Colorado 80203 — 303 - 255 34631

" . : " TASK FORCE ON STUDENT ASSISTANCE

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A major responsibility of government.. state, local or federal .-- is’ to

fprcvi&e;edﬁcational opportunity for its citizens in accordance with

' théir abil:’L'i:::ie:?;ii thiuationSj and the needs of saciety. To achieve
this goal 1n spost- secondary educatlaﬁ requlres a d1ver51ty of* 1nst;—

tutlons for students to attend and .the elimination of barrlers to

‘access to’thesa iﬁStitutionz. Thé_TaskuForce on Student Assistance
of the Education Commission of the.States focuses on the second of

these requirements.

i

'Accordlngly,agh T’tk\?crce supports the statement of ?régfdent

leqn; "No qual;fled student who wants to. go to cgllege should be

barred by lack of maney‘“ Thls statement 1mplres the fqlléWiﬁg.goal§z

'ﬁ-,

. There should be basic educational opportuﬁitiegrat the.post=5ecoﬁdary

¢ : feducatlcna; level apprcprlaté tQ student needs abilities and

\
& \ i

interests 1n every state.: There should also be 1nst1tut10ns that -

3,

‘9;33 :per1de appropriate po%t secondary educatlcn for all quallfled

students ‘Each 1ﬂd 1dual 5 oppgrtunlty for 51gn1flcant ‘career - 3 >

" 'x_¢hclcEs should be llmlted only by his- Qapab1;1t1e5 and not by S
\ ' S = ‘ 4 ! ‘
7 '_:ec@ncmic, cultural ‘social, “or ethnlc backgruund '*An e ntlal

= =

= N~
wconditléﬁ of meetlng these gaals 15 adequate fundlng There 15

W1de5pread agrgement among Amerlcans thaf these goals ‘are 1mpartant

and achleveable but that they are still ﬁ long way fram fu]l _' R
\}mplementatlcn ‘ _ P o - ' L )
N - : -

bkl

2 . i 7 - A . .
: . _ & N . _—
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In order to accelerate the achievement of these goals, the Task

Force makes the following recommendations:

-4

'TL:'Federal State Instltut1cnal Partnership. Frcm the standpoint of

Spubl1c poticy—the prlme need is for a real fcderal-state-institutional

=

‘ partnershlp in maklng equai1ty of educatlonal oppcrtunlty more of a

"Such a program should include:

e

reality 1n thlS country. Such 1nst1tut19nalastate federal partnershlp

'1n complementatlnn of effcrts alone can assure substantigl progress
in meeting the needs gf students combined with reasonable efflclent

‘and effective allucatiaﬁ of existing and future aid resources.

In the DPEIatTOH of thlS partnersh;p a comprehensive program of

student ass;stance, 1nc1ud1ng DppDrtUﬁlty grants, wcrk study, loans,

and self- help “from students and parents is essent1al

(a) Utilization of need as the prime criterion in prov1d1ng

'aid.,-Awards in excess. of need, given scarce Tresources, deprlye cher

" finance postésecqndary éducatlgn,

students of needed assistaﬁce.:

(b)'DEVelopment and adéptaticn'éf,a uniform system of needs

L e

analysis to assure nat10nw1de equ1ty in determ1nat10n of need. The
crltical factcr in determlning need shauld be the ablllty of*the .

student -parent ccmblnatlon (1nclud1ng ability to carry lcans) tc

- a3

- (c) -Development - of a syépem of gll@cé@iﬁg available aid funds

to assure equity in tﬁgir distribution among siudents fegardless of

geographic location. - L
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(d) Consideration of self=ha1p (student=pa1aat ccntributicﬁaA
, , in cash, wgrk, and laaas)'aa the first source of financing post-
aacbnda:y education butlwith grants provided to close the remaining
gap for students with more extramernéad.

(a); Making 5paciai provision to recruit, admit, and retain
studanta from disadvantaéed backgraundsg This‘will reqaire additional
Vsupport to institutions to campensate for the hiéhar cost of the
special services. It will also ;Eghire institu;ionalj;atata,and
national programs dasigﬁad to saak out andJanccurage the disadvaptaged

' to avail th msalvas of increased educational opportunltlas On both

state and faderal levels, the real cost of educating _poor, ~disadvan-

tagaﬁ,’and éoaially deprivad studants includes provisicn for insti-

P

tutional recruiting, admitting, rétaining, and placing. The failure
adaqaataly to recognize these costs will further daiay tha translation .
of legal opportunities into raalAéépo;tuﬂitias.' ' N . -

() Davalapmaﬂtnofha national syafam‘to aasassfPETicdically

progress in achieving tha!goal,of_aqual'educatianal opportunity.

I11. The Rasponsiﬁil}ﬂzrcfﬁStataag The prime respon$ibility to provide
post-secondary educational oépcrtunity to studernts historically, consti-
tutionally,'and“infpr35ent practice résts with the states. In further

I daveloping adequate studant a1d p:agrams ‘states should:
(a) Develcp a comprehan51ve studerit assistance pragram which 1ﬁcludas

prav151on for ‘both grants and salf help in the form cf loaﬂa and work

‘éppértunitias Thls pragram shguld be available for atudents pursulng

any publlc or non- publlc pcst secondary program 1nc1ud1ng vocational
sahocls, taahnleal 1nst1tutes, commurlty and ]unlOT aallegaa, four-year . -
colleges, and graduate and prof25510na1 1nat1tut1cns -- excluding only

programs tha fundlng of which would violate Lha various state consti-

i

“ERIC . tutions and the federal :onst,itutmig}_f_; 11
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tb) Develop a pé%tnérship with institutions in administration
of the prograﬁt "States ;héqid'have as their goal the removal of
financial barriers to the educational opportuﬂitiés for which the
stuééntsﬂafg quélified.' The iﬂstituticn has the responsibility, with
the33551stance of state, federal and instituti@nal fﬁﬁﬁs;”éf*
assuring equlty in distribution of f;nancial supp@rt among its students.
The camprehens;ve prcgram thuld have Suff1c1ent flexibility to enable
1nst1tut10nal student f1nanc1al aid folCéTg to: meet un1que need
situations.. (The federal government‘s rcle to assure equlty between
sfates’i# discussed 1atér;5 J
o (c) Develop in ccmbinétf@n'with ihstitutions and the fédeial
gcvernmént an effective work-study program. States and institutions
_should be encouraged to expand part-time work or work-study program
opportunities so that, whenever possible, stpdent§ may choose work
rather than loans as c¢entral to the studentd self;help poition-af the
'student aid pragram, Requjrements for student self-hélp should not
be so large that they jeopardize either the educatlonal or the.

fﬁﬁaﬁClal future of the Student " While loans have an 1mportant place’

in the total financial picture; partlcularly at the level Gf.pTGVIdlﬂg
the Gptlgﬁ to attend more gastly 1n5t1tut16ns they -have 11m1ted
utll;ty for very low-income students, women, and others whcse future’
earnings .are uncertain “and likely to be varlable." In addition, self-
help through wérk on a 1iﬁited basis;“if properly plannéd, éaﬁ have
impcrtant‘ééucétionalbas well as monetary véiue, can help students in
career chdéices, and caniprégide:valuabie experience inlaréa# ielated

to future careers.
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government effective loan programs including accepting responsibility-
for providing requisite services andnadministrative functions in
relation to federal loan programs éperating through the states.

(e) Provide effective statewide pianﬁing and coordination not
only for studént financial aid programs but to help insure the

existence of a variety of post-secondary educational opportunities

=gducaticn=in various types of insfifuticns to meét the variety of
neéds and abilities of students and the manpower needs of society.
Effectiveﬂstatewide planniné will also require that attention be
paid to regional and national planning and cooperation as well.

(f) Provide effective evaluation of resaur:e‘use as related
‘to results to meésure progress in achieving equélityiof‘éducational
opportunity and to assure optimum use of scarce resources.

v

(g) Focus continuing efforts on aid commensurate with need

rather than further extension aof general non-need based subsidies
: ) , o ‘

for all students.

ILI. The Federal Role. While the federal government has been the

junior partner to the states in_student aid in support §fihigher
education, it will of necégsity have to:play aﬁ increasingiy émportant
role if'nétidnal ébjectiveé;are to be met. The federal gévérnment
should: |

(a) Eéuaiize Dppurtunity among states and in ccopefatign with
the states close the remaining éid gap. ThéEstates‘ abilities to
éupport student aid prcgfams vafy wi&eLygr To the extent that these
differenceé_are'the result of;difféfentialé of familyriﬁégmé; and of

O state ability to support a student assistance program, the federal

13




government should equalize the funds available to assist needy studenté_
This is not to penalize those states currenfly making major efforts,
since hndgr no circumstances should the current level of federal
suppért ts the students in any state be réducedf Rather, it is to
recognize that in future and additional funding équalfiation of

.more important part;

(b) Provide in addition, a nétional framework for self-help
through loans to help mégt differential costs of various educational
opportunities fof lower- and middle-inéome families, e.g., National
Defense 1aans,:wérehousing of loans, interest subsidies, and
qﬁaranteed loans. |

(¢) Allocate funds ié; student aid eq%glization to state
" agencies representative of the total posf—secqndary educational
community (or to existing agencies so augmented fbr this purpose)
that cagiassure an equitable distribut¥on of these funds to the
students in the entire 5pectrﬁm uf pus i-secondary éducatiaﬂal

institutions. . o <A

IV.” Aid to Institugipns. While this.repart is addressed %pecifically

to the problems and needs of student aid it should be clearly reccgnlzed

T

that student aid is not, in 1tself§ a solution to the graw;ng problems
of financing post h;gh school ‘education as a whole. A%d to students
must not be LDﬂquEd with ald to institutions. It is quite conceivable -

that without more adequate facing of the prcblems of institutional
. _ . e E »
finance neither the quality nor the variety’of institutions necessary

to meet the needs can be assured.

O
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TASK FORCE ON STUDENT ASSISTANCE

Introduction-

The conc.»t Qf an open society, fhat isf one in which individualé.
are able to realize thei: full capabilitiés with@ut regard tg%the’
accidents of birth, has been one of the éantiﬁuing and mcs£
cherished ideals of the people Qf the United States and their
.governments. While at different periods of Amerlgan history the
ideal has taken différent forms and been applled at dlfferent

levels of endeavor;'the common commitment has.béen to the removal

of artificial Earrieré'to iﬁdividual'anﬁ social growth and to the
pro?ﬁsition that dbility andiﬁétivaticn should be fﬁejaﬁly 1egiti;
mate determinant of an iﬁdividuéi's development and future. This

- goal has found its clearest application in the field of education.
We have long féccgnized that a major respohsibility of government --
local, state, and federal -- is to ed@cate i;s citizens commensurate
with their abilities,=motiv£tiéﬁ,,énd:tﬁé continually e;panding

‘needs of society.

Acgeptance of this respon31b111ty in the nlneteenth century led to
development Df unlversal elementary education and to the acceptance
by the states of the respcnslblllty to educate tgécher55 In the
first half of the twentieth century universal public secondary
education develcped, alang with a growing awareness of the need to
provide post- se:ondary educatlan for a prcgress;valy 1arger group

of American citizens. Flnally, i the second half of- the Twentieth

[
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Century, we have committed ourselves to the goal of creating opp@rﬁunity
for éll qualified and motivated persons for appropriate post-secondary
education. This géal»ﬁaé first cléarly recognizeﬁ in the post-World

War II G. 1. Bill. It was affirmed as explicit national policy by
President Johnson and reaffirmed by President Nixon in :is first majar
higgér education message to ‘Congress. President Nixen said: - "No
_qua;ified séuéeﬂt who wants ﬁo go' to coilege should be barred by lack

of fioney. That has long been a great American goal; I propose that we

o

achieve it now.' (Message to Congress, March 19, 1970).

Considerable progréss towards .this goal has been made over the last
.twc dégades bc?h on state and national levels. Wiﬁhin the last decade
alone, states havg more than tripied (362 per ceﬁt) appropriatiéﬁs for
higher education, and total. expenditures féf highef education, public
“and private, have increased by 234 per cent.ti) In the area of
student aid designed specifically to increase éducationai opportunity,
New fcrkvpioneered with a state pfogiaﬁ in the mi&—SD's prior to
develapmeﬁf of any of the major fedefal programs. Currently 22 states
héve developed ccmpreﬂensivequndergfaduate student aid-progfams\wiéh

total appropriations close to $230 million.

On the federdi level beginning with the National Defense Education

Act of 1958 and carrying through the decade of the 60's, major progress
has_been~made in the direction of.reméving economic barriers to post-
seccndary‘édﬁcatién'thrdugh=a combination of graﬁts, work-study.,~and - -
(1)Millard and BerveQiLHigher Education in the States', in The Book of

the States, 1970-71, The Council of State Governments, Lexington,
Kentucky, 1970:. Page 313. Corrected for 1970 from M. M. Chambers'

figures. . o ‘ ..



ioans. The National Defense Education Act was reinforced by the
Civil Rights Act of lgéﬁaand the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964,

. - . o - . ” T . '\\
the Higher Education Act of 1965, and the Higher Education Amendments

cf 1968, all of which helped to expand federal efforts to improve

barriers to post- secondary education. Estimated federal expend1ture§,

for student 35315tance in all forms in 1970 exceeded $2 billion. (2)

However, inﬂspité of the progress that has been made; the gap

between the ideal and presenf reality is still great. The continuing
challenge to all citizens is how to close this gap. In the peric&

immediately ahead, critical decisions must be made. Current federai

" legislation providing student aid will expire in 1971. A new or

revised higher educatioh act mus- be passed to take its place if

federal support Df student aid i: <o be provided proportionate to
need. States are finding it progr: ively more difficult to

maintain, much less expand, existin: »rograms. Current public

concern over student unrest has at lcast temporarily created public

resistance to the higher appropriations requi%ed téfmeeé cénstantly
;néregsing p§stsse¢andary éduéatianél .usts. Af theisamé time there
is a grdwing awareneS§ that many people withlpctential talents are

under-employed @ge to lack of true access to the education required

to qualify them for existing employment opportunities. Still others are

trapped in jobs not praportlonate to their potential abilities. lhe nation-

has recognized that one of the b351c causes of wasted talent is s the

2

(ZJMlllard and Berve, op. ¢it., Page 319. Includes training grants,
fellowships and traineeships, 'other student assistance', and student
loan pr@grams (from uhpubllshed figures, p S folcé Df Education.)

[P - U i e o
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¢
presence of ar;ificial barriers to.-equal éducaticnal cppcrtu;ity.
Long-run solutions to the problems of poverty, welfare, ghettos, drug
.abuse, sand ﬁollution'will'bermore.difficult and in some cases
’iﬁpassible without more effective education ma&é more accessible to
all citizens who can profit from it. Legally many of the barriers to
edﬁéaticnal cpp@réunity have been removed. In réality many femain.

By far the most serious of these is the economic barrier.

Local, state, and national programs of student assistance must be
seen in the light of the goal of equal educational opportunity --
and in relation to the respectivg'respaﬁsibilipies of parents,

S &

students, institutions, states, and the nation in é:hieving that goal.




‘Section I - The Sfudents and the Changing Needs.

The Tesk.ForceTQn StudentkAesieteneé of the Edu;atienrﬁemmieeion;ef
the States firet examines the ehareeterleties of ‘the students who
need financial eeeiseenee;‘ Are they changing in numbef,-in‘fineneiei
ebilityj ehd in types of’educeFion eeught? After years of remerkeble
. growth, are colleges in danger @f @rici%g them8elves out ef'the
market? Indeced, do we even have the preper mix of postehigh schcel
‘educational 0ppDrtun1t1es for «the very students th need them most --

those now denled access because of eeenom;: berrlers?

During the past 15 years, America's college-age population has

cinereeeed.ﬁeatly 70 per cent and the percentage of that group enrolled

s

in eallege has also'increased -- by 50 per cent. (3) This double-barreled

'growth both in the size of the over-all eustomer'greup and in the

Percentage of that greup who chose to eontlnue as students, has been

premlse that thls growth Pattern is ehanglng The evzdence seems

clear, thcugh that we are 1ndeed faced w1th a slow1ng down Qf

expansionary pressures. ¢

Eo—. e = e

The ehange in grcwth rate of the 18 - 21 age group is- ev1denced by

s

Table L(4)

¢

1955 to 1960 - - 12.2%

1960 to 1965. S 28.7%

Cz)Allan CAarter, unpubllehed repnrt fer College Entraﬁce Exam;natlon
Board Chapter VIII, "Future Pre;pects,” Page 1.

1&
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1975 to 1980 5.1

1980 to 1985 . -9.3%

1985 to 1990 : —6.2%:

Not only will the gr@ﬁthzfate;aﬁ this Pécl slow down, but the
percentage increase of those within the group who choose to continue

N ] . .. . B
post-high school education will also slow down the closer we approach

1Dﬁ per cent participatioQL,'Iﬁdeed,_there%already is a higher .

percenﬁage of the 18 - 21 year old’gigup which presently is receiving
at least two years éf;ﬁcsﬁéhigh séhéol edu;ation'tgan exists in aﬁy
Dther_natipnﬂinrthévQarid. S
o . :

It appears we are nearing an exhagstian of the sﬁpply of college-able
fsiﬁdents'whé”also ave.agcess ta.adequate’financial‘rgséurceégta

permiﬁ them to continue théir education. ‘Little iqcregse~in~tﬁe

perﬁénfagesqf students who attend college fr@m‘upper—income families
: canabeiexpecte§ since, for ail practiéal ﬁurpmseé; as high a-percentage

as. can be expecfé‘ are already in college.

wF

It is important to distinguish between ''college" attendance and ''post-

secondary' attendance. "There could in fact be a decrease in college

attendance in the traditional sense and a more than offsetting

A2

e - = . o = : _-’ . = ) )
increase in the total post-secondary enrollment if, for example,

. ‘expanded- student aid programs were directed mére clearly to community
fcc“lggeg'gnd ?ostshigh school vocational and technical sch%glé than

is now the case. L , . :

PR T
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This ‘is not to suggeét that Eost-§eccﬁd§fy.enrollment will decrease

even after 1980: nor. that pressure for 1ncreased Eﬂrallment will not
‘be cons;derable aL least. through the latter part af the 1970s. It

is however, to retagn;ze clearly that increases in enrollments will
come primarily in students from lower-income familiés and lower-
.- j

ability gréﬁps (a5 currently measured).® ThlS can be rather dramsti--

cally 111ustrated IL 1968 approximatély 79 per cent of the nation's
college age £roup campleted h;gh schaol “Df Eigh*séhagl graduatés

about half (48 Per cent) went on tG csllege 1mmed1ately and another

B

10 per cent weuldw'ttend ccllege eventual y f'er varying perlods of.

delay. ThlS meant -in : 1968 that about 45 per cent of each age group

~ would eventually beg1n-som§'fozm of past—seccndary ‘education and

= L

about half of these would complete a bachelor's degree. Total
x'undergraduate enrollments -in 1968‘weretapproiimatély 6.1 miili@n:n'

students or -about 45 perAéent of the 18 - 21 year old populaticn.CSJ

' Carnegie Commission an'Higher‘Educaticngprajecgiéﬁs gcrlléso indicate
that about 85 pgi cent of the age group will ;aﬁélete high school and about

7 66 per cent of these will eventually enter .college. . If thi$!i§ the case
Eheh:about Sé,per cent:ofuﬁhE'agezgrdup will atéend ébll%ge or post- |

"Seccndéry ihstituﬁicns’at some time and-total undergfaduéte enrollments
:wil; épproximéte'loitc 10.7 million or about 58A— 63 per cent of the |
18 =‘21 yéar:old pépulatlon—- To this alsg will have to be added the

1ncr6351ng percen;age of Students over 21 in post secgndary educatlon.

=] 2T

Lensus pro;ectlons estlmate an increase in .over- 21 year old students

%

—_— . pa—

(SDThase flgures 1nclude ccmmunlty colleges but Tot” Dther post hlgh

scheal technical aﬁd vccatlcnal 1nst1tut1gns. —

EN
-

i
<
£
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in post-secondary education of from 36 pef cent in 1966-t0 46 per

ceént in 1985. (6)

Concentratlng for the moment on the 18 - 21 year Dld age grcup, a
prellmlnary estlmate of college entry rates by abilities and family

1ncome status comparlng 1968 aﬁd 1980 w111 indicate rather clearly

.who the new students Will be.

Table 11 (7

1968 - 1980

Aéadgmic ' .. Family Income , Family Income  ®
Aptitude ‘High  Low  Total High- Low Total

- = -
- g

Top Half .82 . .56 .69 - .87 / 67 .77
Bottom Half .32 - .14 .23 44/ .26 .35
Total . .57 .35, .46 57f . .46 .56

Th;s table shcws that most of the increases w111 occur’ amcng students
in the lower half ‘in income (60 per cent) and/cr in the lower half in 7

aptitude Calso 60 per cent).

[

The current 1nequ1ty in dlStIlbUtan of c@llege ng*attendance is.méref!

clearly 1llustrated in the follQW1ng table of estlmated percentages'

l ¥

famlly income’ and academic aptitude in 1968—1970; R

- L N

_ Modeljci Higher Education, Pages_l afid 2Y

“(Mipidt, I - |

( )

John K Folger "Student .and FlﬂgﬂtlaL Aid for a Universal Access

N UL : \

C )”College" in the £9110w1ng table - 1nc1uies cammunlty cclleges but
not necessarily other vocational-technical schools for which figures
are not readily. available. v , ;



Table III

ACADEMIC APTITUDE®

Family Income. \ Low Medium  High -~  Total
Below $4,600 Total : 17% 23% - 54% - 23%
’ Men 22% 30% 64% ¢ 29%
Women 12% 16% 43% 17%
$4,600 - 7,499 " Total 20% 34% 76% 35%
Men 26% 45% 86% 45%
Women 13% 23% 67% 26%
©$7,500 - 10,699  Total 25% 41% 82% 45%
: : Men ‘ 33% 54% 93% - 55% -
Women 18% 29% 72% 35%
$10,700 plus Total 56% 79% . 95% 79%
Men 60% 84% 98% 83%
Women 52% 73% 92% 75%
Total A  Total 31% 52% 87% 54%
' Men 37% 61% 93% 61%
Women 27% 43% 81% 47%

Almost twice as many high-income students continue in post- secondary

=

education as in the lowest income group even when hlgh academlc

aptitude is the same. In the middle aptltude group, three times. as

‘many high-income students continue. In the low aptitude group, three

times as many hlgh 1nc0me=5tudents continue.

=
=

If anything is clear it is that the need for f;naﬁcialras§}$tance

[

7: ‘ B} . . : e -
will increase ‘more rapidly than enrollment. The availability of

-financial aid, and how it is administered, will increasingly determine

" who does and who does not go to college.

The need for assistance is currently shared by 71 per cent of America's

familiesg if need is. assumed when famlly income 1is belaw $10 0005(103

i“

IC) - n g , o ,
C‘)Jahn K. Fqlger, "Student and Financial Aid for a Universal Access Model
of "Higher Education”, Page 4. - ’ '

CID)The Econcmlcs of Financing Higher Education in the United States,
Joint Eccnamlcs Commltte (Congress), u. 5. chernment Prlntlng Offlce,
1969, Page 63

e 23
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Next to the home mortgage, & zocllege education is the largest
investment most ‘individuals ever make. It is simply priced beyond

the capacity of most to finance without some form of assistance.

Inflation is making this economic barrier even more formidable.

Considerable progress has been made both on the federal and state
levels in broadening the income base of college students through
grants, wgrkssfudy,aﬁd loan programs. . But even ﬁoday; assﬁfed access
to a college education in America reméiﬁﬁzlargely :éstrictéd!ta those
who can afford it, whether télénted or not;vand-those with more than
average talent who are eligiblé\for assistaﬁce baseé upon a combina-
tion of need and talent. Tcé many with ability to benefit and
motivation to succeed areruncertain of access or are éctually denied
acééss to appropriate post-high schéol institutian$ by the lack of
required financial resources. To this must also be added those with
talent but who, because of econcmié and social conditions, have
considered thé ﬁcssibility of a post¥secondary ééu:atian so far
removed that the required mgtiva;ian has yét to be developed. ’This
wouid ihélude many students who drop out of secondary or even
eieﬁentaty education without ever re;;hing a level where the
?rospe&fs_af post=secondary educatian have any mean}ng. 3
This is not to deny that there may be those in college who~do not
belong there but are present because they can- affard to attend The
critical point is that there are 1a{§§? numbers who would benefit
botﬁ themselves'and society by’continuing their education;:but‘who‘

do not now have access due to economic barriers. Today, there is

5&111 more myth than truth in the widely held view that "anyone who

2 o



warits to badly enough ¢an go téﬁééllege” or some other appropriate

form of post-high school education.

If the expressed gcal of bcth President Johnson and President Nixon --
equal access . educatlon for all who have the abillty and the
%otivation to succeed -- is-tc be reallzed, the elimination of
artificial economic barriers through financial assistance is a

necessity.
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Section II - Questions of Public Policy.

If we accept the obvious, that assistance iggneeded, we can direct
our attention to a series of public policy issues that must be
answered before adequate and rational federal, state, and institutional

aid programs can be developed. These include the fallewing;

1. Who shall or sﬁnuid pay for post-high schocl education -
parentfstudEﬂt, society, or a combination of both, and aﬁ what i%vels?
The trend is téward an ingreasingbpcrticn of thé cost being borqe by
“the combination of parent and student. In additicn,»the total cosé
is rising faster than the economic. growth of the nation.

2. What aidswshguld be used and in what combinations, (that is,

grants, work-study, loans, oT combination)? How shdll these be

""packaged'?

3. Should aid go-directly to students or indirectly through

institutions to students, or through a combination of both? What

implications in relation to change and status quo do these alter-

natives pose?

4. To what sectors of society should the highes;ﬁﬁriority be
giygg?' to the impoverished, to racial minorities, to the especially
able?

5. What priority should studentrfinaﬁcial aid have in relation

to other needs within higher education, within education as a whole,

and within the total context of society's needs?

6. Who shall have access to post-high school education and what
is meant by "equal access"? Is the opportunity a privilege or.a

right? 'ﬁ! R
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7. How are scarce resources best allocated in student aid to

achieygﬁequipyrif the needs are greater than the available funds?

8. Should a dual system of public and private higher education

be maintained? If so, is there a public obligation through student
aid to help meet the Préblem of tuition differentials between Public'
and private institutions?

9. Should financial aid be used to help meet society's needs?

Is student aid an effective and proper means for encouraging a
student to enter a given field in order to meet society's manpower
shortages? Conversely, should aid resources be directed away from

areas where there is an oversupply of persons in a particular field?

10. How can existing educational resqurggsfberbettef utilized
including an aid system which takes into account the disparity in
aid funds available at different institutions?

11. Who should administer student assistance funds to achieve

equity -- the federal government, state agencies, institutions, or

combinations of these?

The way these questions are answered of how student assistance should be
organized, funded, administered, and evaluated will have an important

effect on the future of post-secondary.education in the United States.

Fifteen years ago, the bulk of finaﬁciéi aid funds was to be found in
the private colleges and universities. The picture was damiﬁated by
-the several score best-endowed institutioﬁé} Probably halfrqf thé
scholarship aid available in higher edﬁcaticﬁ was distributéd_ﬁy not
) more than 100 private institutions. -Fifteeﬁ yearé from now it seems

likely that these same institutions will account for less than 10 per
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cent of the total, and half or two-thirds of such aid will probabiy
be distributed by public institutions. Within the private sector
fifteen years ago most scholarship aid -- and 75 per cent or more
of all forms of stude;t aid -- came from funds under control of the
individual instituti@né.f By iQSS.it seems quite progable that less
than half of all scholarship money will be cantrglled by the insti-
tutions themselves, and up to three gquarters of total aid will

originate in public programs at the state and federal levels.

~Thus, while 1nst1tutlanal policies and procedures will remain important
as a means of acccmpllshing 1nstltutlcnal ends, the need to glve
greater emphasis to meeting “the needs of Studentsiand society is
forcing a shift of responsibility for national stgdent aid policy

to public agencies.

In thi; arena of rapidly changing conditions, the feéeral government
and most states in fecent years have reexamined existing programs
designed to reduce financial barriers to postﬁhigh school education
and instituted programs® which seek to Qiden the freedom of choice of
institution by.every student régardlesg é% economic cansideraticns;
Every state has some form of student aidi While neq—neea based .
tuition subsidy in the form of 1egiélétive apprcpriatiOﬁS’fér the
operatlcns of publlc institutions remains the major fcrm of student

ald there are many supplementary fcrmSK. At least 21 states have some

form éf stategschblarship or grant aid. \Presently, state programs
of student assistance in the tax-supported.post-secondary educational

institutions are inadequate to meet the needs of citizens. State

programs generally are. even- less effegtive}fcr students attending




non-public institutions. Likewise, the federal government does not
pretend that its programs are adequate even when combined with state

and private programs.

That a gap still exists is universally recognized and accepted by all

who have examined the facts. Such national debate as 1is occurring

today is not over the need for increased access, but rather over the

best means to an agreed upon end -- equal access, the extent of the

need, and how tg,fi%ance equal access.

Some idea of the -size of the gap now and as prajected,,ufilizing
present dollars and costs and nhot compensating for pgssiblé inflation,
if the student pépulation were tq_reflect the different income classes
proportionate to the number of families in each incéme group, is
suggested in a current study by John K. Folger (see Aﬁpenﬁix E.)Cll)
Given the 6.1 million students in 1968 and assuming that"they were
distributed ;cccrding to ﬁrcparticnate income group sizes in the -
tctal population (which they were not), estimated total direct student
billion nationally. Adjgsting this for cur?ent undersrepresentatlén

of low-income groups among ccilége students, it would still have.

ampﬁnted to $1.0 - $1.2 billion. Assuming a greater dlStIlbutlDﬂ

of low-income students in 1980 in community cclleges; and 1ncrea§1ng I

numbers of commuting students, the total ‘aid needed for the 10 ’.%D;?

millioﬁ students in 1980 wauldfbe‘on the order of $2.0 - $2.2 billibn

in grant aid alone. In addition, there would have to be massive

i
s -
=

(11);onn K. Folger, '"Students and Fin nclal Aid for a dniversal Access -
Model of Higher Education', pages 9 - 11. - See Appendlx B.
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expansion of self-help provisions -- woerS;udy, student loans --

B
.

plus major increases in appropriations to public institutions where
most of the increased enrollment will occur.
In contrast with need the total amount of aid availéplé in grénts

' \\\ .
plus work-study funds from federal sources, not including loans or

_ , AN
funds from the Veterans Admigist:aticn or the Public Health Service

-

(which are not awarded on thEJbaéis of need), in 1963 amounted to
$181,969,621. In 1969 the amount dropped to §161,336,721. (12)

In 1969 states apprapria£ed $191,484,130 for direct schclarshiﬁ3aid
(not including insiitutional funds) D; more than thertctal amaunt‘
of direct aid tﬁfcugh federal scufces:clz) Thus the total amount
'from non-institutional state and federal sources in grants and
work-study funds came tal$353,820,8$1_ Thiéj;s in contrast to the
$1 - 1.2 billion need with present famiif income disfributicn of
coliege students or the $2.S'bi11ioﬁ need 1f college studsntsrwere

v S /

distributed according to proportionate family income group’size

in the population as a whole.

The magnitude of the problem of closing the gap between the student

financial assistance required and that which is now’availablé will
N : ; :

require major increases in both federal and state programs.

The major costs éf,post-seccnda;y-educaticn are and have been borne
by the states through legislative appropriations to public post-

secondary educational institutions. In theory, benefits have been

(12)5ee Tables, Section IV.

(13 o L '
{ )Sea>Table v, -Page 28. -
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passed on to students and parents regardless.of income through low

tuition and fees. Iﬁ pfactice, for reasons already éxplained,.these
- benefit5 have not been eqﬁally available!ta lcﬁ—incame students. (14) .
However, the develépment.in twenty-one states of direct aig ﬁycgramsg
some béginning prior to the federal Rr;gramsg holds the prospect of
improving the situagiaﬁ. vState programs constitute @ﬁg of the most
important éﬁanges in post-World War II efforts to rémove’finaﬁcial
barriers t@requal‘edpcaticnélrgﬁpgrtuﬁity. While s@mé étates have

. considered their programs as supplemental to the federal program,

others have recognized the basic state responsibility to its citizens

and thus view federal funds as essential reinforcement in meeting
. their state responsibilities.’ There is gceat need. for still further
clarification of the respective responsibilities of state and federal

govermments and' the development of ggais for each.
w1

With both the federal and state gOVernmeﬁts, goals are rarely explicit.

Public policy is often difficult to discern or ;oﬁtradi@ﬁéry.] And
yet, as is .trud with every public issue, before a Specific:prcgram

first be resclgfion'of

5

can be éeveloped to ﬁéet'a need,, there must
the major questions of public pcli;yl. A SPecific program of action
should grow out of consideration of alternate approaches désigne& to
iﬁplemeﬁt pgblig policy. Public policyvshauld not be an inadvertent

by-product of the haphazard selection of an action program.

- This report is not an attempt to provide specific answers to all of

the policy questions it has raised. . It is designed to call attention

1

—————— ' \\\ i . - . 1
. (U4 gee Pages 6 - 10 in particuldr. \ . L

to the importance of facing up to such quﬁstiOﬁS‘if there i$ to be

s S, . .
-1 | a
L « C . i |



" needs of society and not, as such,”to build institutions.

realistic and rational policy indkﬁrocedures on national, state,

and institutianal,levélsi Unless student -aid is réticnalgﬁyd

= Lo ' . i ) ° A 24

realistic, we will not meet thé needs of students or society. It-
C A - i R ) :

J

%

dqes‘behame a matter of prime importance then to define as clearly 7

'as possible the central goal or aim of student assistance as well as:

- 7 - .

to indicate what some a%sthe»cénditiqns ielative to dts efféative,

realization may be. Student aid does not occur in-a vacuum but in
the context of national, state, institutional, and individual

student needs, pracﬁiges, and trends. However, it does seem clear

that the central aim of student assistance is to permit the education

of citizens cammeﬁsqraté with their abilities, motivation, and the -

Among the problems that cannot befoverlcakéd in cansideiing student

aid is the changing reiatianship between publlc and p*lvate 1nst1tu—

- tions. A marked slowing down in the growth Tate of the total hlgher

educ;ticnalwsystem willlplace éreat s@rains upon the familiar structure
of the-sygtem. Many W§akér,ih&ependeﬁ£ colleges and universities |
are iikéiy to disapﬁéaf s or beccme'wards'gf the state; Those that
cantlnue are llkely to be bolstered by publlc funds, both stat; and
federal. State aid.to ;ndependént;unlver51tlesj long a tradltlén in
PénnSylVania has recently been 1ntroduced in New York’State and
Connecticut and is- under Seflcus coh51derat1on in Illlnals, Callfornla;
Tean—iMassachusetts; and‘several'other states. Over ‘the next fifteen
years it .seems likely that the dlStlﬁGIan between publlc and prlvate

1nstltut10ns W111 beccme 1nc13351nﬁ1y blurred At thef£@deral 1ave1

no distinctianjhas been made‘ln,theApast CDther than for church- _
- : e o o - : “ N\
related institutions under the tepdis of the 1st Amendment), and some .

5 ""{ = -
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form of institutional aid to both public and private institutions is

likely to become a regular form of public support before the end of

~ this decade. R - , ; 7 &

At the same time that public support of independent institutions is

llkely to expand in recagnltxcn of the;r CDntIlbUtan to publ;c

> x

PR

ijectlves the very expan51cn of higher educatlon will create-:

; increasing bressures for tu1tlDﬂ charges in public institutions to

k)

i B
' cover more of the direct ‘instructional costs. =Lcw pultlon and fee
P ) E . :

Systems of ‘higher educatlcn were ‘more 33511y suppcrted from state
and munigipal tax funds whengonly 10 - 20 per cent of the age grcup

were atteqdlhg cgllege than when the percentage rises: tD 50 - 75 per-

®

cent. The burden of the publlc treasury is made heaviér at the

preseﬁt ‘time by the fact that in the 1950 - 70 pericd the'lS - 21
yaar age group. has expanded more rapidly than the total labor farce
Thus the tax base has not kgpt pace with educational demands placed

upon it, and state and local tgx'struétu:es are less progressive

than the federal system. This combination of forces is driving
o~ mary state systems to raise tuition charges'more rapidly than in
the past but at the same tiﬂé,:seeking’té’assureiaccess,to=ccllege

on the part cf students from law 1ncema famllles by enlarged grant

- -,

funds; If we were to hazard a guess but nDt makP a recommendatlan,

= . -as to future pricing pollcy systems, we would predlct the continuation

of near-zero tultlan in cammunlty calleges, and tultlon approachlng

N J dlrect ;nstltutlonal costs ‘in senior 1nst1tut1@ns thh publlc and

5

private_ _1:’fhis should take place and all addltlonalzrévénues were

to be d1r§Cted to Student ald equal’éducatlonal cpp “ty;might be'

enhancedi But, 1f new revenues are use d 1nstéad to reduce. gavernment
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appropriations, educational opportunity would surely be seriously

reduced. b

The greatest change in ﬁigher educétion between” 1960 and 1980 1is
anticipated to be the growth of the two-year college. Ten years
ago about one in six of those entering higher education came in
through the door of the community erjuﬁio; college; teﬁ years from

now this is likely to be the starting point for one in three. (15)
. e ;
, ] , ) . /o ) ,
. Predominantly public, and less costly tg’the commuting student than
other options, they open the opportunity for higher education to

'

everycne without regard'tarféﬁily income in much the same way that
the comprehensive high school did for an earlier generation. 'If the

two-year college, as one of its functions, is to be a successful
- 1

entry point to baccalaureate study, there will need to be more senior

institutions that will accept all transfers and they will have to

provide more ample financial aid to junior college transfers.

Failing that, the two-year college may slip into an unintended

second-class category, attended primarily by;ﬁﬁé educationally and .
economically diéadvantaged. Or it may»begécnverted by public’

pressure into lower quality four-year 1n5t1tutlons Either of these

developments would have und651rab1e educational and SGClal cansequencesa'

The states have a heavy respan51b111ty to insure that the two- -yea:r
. \
college becomes an equally valued partnér in an 1ntegrated higher

educational system;

15) . ' ' ' Y ) . B ‘
( )See Carnegie Commission on Higher Education, The Open-Door Colleges,
New York; McGraw-Hill, 1970, Page 59.-

i




_21- ' /

v

‘In decades past as already indicated, the greatest share of college.

scholarship funds were expended by private institutions. This was
\ : _

\ : . - s .
to be expected in view of their pricing philesophy. In the future,

L ; .
however, if public institutions continue to-move in the direction

of thigher charges and as 2 majority of new students are recruited

from low-income families, the volume of student assista..ze funds

will need to rise dramatically. If opportunity is to reméjn open,

there must be a shift of a larger percentage of ggvernmental

r .
-

f e : .
appropriations to support of individuals, based on need, rather than
a continuation of the policy of directing nearly all the tax dollars

N B - ;

td'institutions. At present, state funds for student assistance,
distributed through state grant PngIdeQ constitute aﬂly about. 3 per

cent of state appropriations to institutions. State funds to
i ’ B . .
institutions must be iﬁcreased,'but_Student’aid must be increased

even more. At some point there is an optimum distribution of

-~

/funds to institutions and t6 financially née&y students which will
i . / ‘ . .
have the maximum effect in increasing éduéatianal opportunities. It
is toward this point that institutions, the states, and the federal
' ‘ /’f ) S P

government must strive. : ’ /

Unlegs the. pr@blemé of institutional management and finance are
/ .
gquarely faced neJther the quality nér the variety of post-secondary-
1ﬁ5t1tuflons necessarv to meet the needs can be assured The
/

. ; / /
ﬁ;titutionsxmust make special provision to —ecruit, admit, and
( .

etaln students/fram dlsadvantaged backgrounds. This will, require

S S \l—u

more effective futilization of exi/ting'resources and additional .
. . / 7 :

gugport to insiitutions to compensate for the higher cost of these

o

épecial servicegs. It will also/?equire institutional, state, and

‘ , Ny : :

i
{
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national programs designe. to seek out and encourage the disadvantaged
to avaii‘théﬁs§1vas of increased éducatianél opportunities. On Ecth
state and feder;lalevelsg thé real cost of educating poor, disadvan-
taged, and sociall;?deprived studénts includes provision for the
rec%uiting, admitting;'fétaining, and placing of students. The
failure adequately tcvrecagnize these costs will further delay the

translation of legal opportunities into real opportunities.

Most iﬂstitutions,héve been attempting to assist disadvantagedkstudents,
within the limits of theii resources and their definitions of the \
clientele they seek to sérve, However, it is progressively evident

that the states and the federal g@vérnment need to take far more

responsibility for developing state and national student aid policies_

designed to meet the needs of students and society.




Section III - The States.

The prime responsibility f@r providing post-secondary educational
opportunity for the citizens of the:ccuntry historically and in
present practice rests with the states. Harvard College opened its
doors in 1636 with the support of public funds from the Colony of
Massachusetts and continued to receive public funds ﬁntil well into
the 19th C(entury. The first state university, the University of
North Carolina, was founded in 1795 followed by the University of
Georgia in 1801. While during the 19th and the early 20th Centuries
the majority of students going on tc-post;secandary education
attended private c@lleges'aﬁd universities, in the last half of the
20th Ceﬁtufy this has changed radically; In 1960 the ratio of
students in public institutions to students in private institutions
was 4 to 3. By 1968 this had shifted to 5 to 2.(16) If the present
trend ccnfinues it is expected that by 1980 appraiimately 80 per;cent
of the students will be in public institutions and 20 per cent in

private institutions. (17)

We have called attention to the fact that state appropriations for

'higher education have more than tripled in the last decade (362 per

!

?entj. In fiscal 1970‘total state appropriations for post-secondary

education (not including vocational-technical programs,K operated

through State Departments of Education) amounted to $7,ODS,798.OOOiClS)

ClG)Millardrand Berve, "Higher Education in thé=Sfa§§s",'in‘1he‘Béék’cf
the States, 1970-71, The Council of State Governments, Lexington,

Kentucky, 1970. Page 311.

17) o , .
( )U. S. Office of Education unpublished figures.

(18)M, M.’ Chambers, Grg”évin%} October 1970. Page4932! Table 1V.
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The attached table, prepared by M. M. Chambers, indicates the
apprcpriatigns by states and the percentage increases by two-year

and ten-year gains.

These appropriations in all fifty states do represent a major
commitment on the part of the states towards extending higher
educational opportunity. It must be ﬁ;iéds however, that on the
whole such general appragriatians;extend opportunity through pra#iding
a vériéty of tvpes of institufions available' to students on the one

hand, and general non-needs based subsidy to students in the form of

‘ow tuition on the other. Low tuition does serve as a general

'subsidy to all students regardlesé of family or student income level.

Subsidized tuition tends to benefit middle- and upper-income students
more than lower- and even 1Dwér=middle=ihccﬁe stﬁdenféi Fér students
from families at the poverty level or in lower- or lower-middle-income
groups with more than one child, the low tuiticn'plgs living expenses
and—léss'gf income still constitutes a serious barrier t§:p05t=
secondary educational opportunity. It would seem clear that general
tuition subsidy alome will not mee; the needs of the coming grcué of

additional students to whom equal opportunity should be made

available, that is, students from lower-income and lower ability
) . ,
levels. ;

This is not to suggest that general sﬁppart of higher education by

' the states should be abandoned or seriously altered. It is essential

that states -continue to-suppcxt the general public higher educational

structures in terms not only of the economic and 'sccial benefits .

accruing from an educated citizenry, but also in terms of the specific

.38



TABLE 1V -25-

APPROPRIATIONS OF STATE TAX FUNDS FOR OPERATING EXPENSES OF HIGHER EDUCATIDN
IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS, FOR FISCAL YEARS 1961, 1569, AND 1971, WITH
_PERCENTAGE GAINS OVER MOST RECENT TWO YLCARS AND OVER TEN YEARS

Fiscal y ars endlng in odd numbers . 2-yr gain  10-yr galn -

~ States "~ 1960-61  1968-69 | 1970-71 % —— T &% 7 States
(1) - (2) - (3) (4) , (5) 6) (7)
Ala $ 22,397 3 58,462 74,825 28 234 Ala
Alaska 2,323 10,400 ; 17,000 63 1/2 632 Alaska
Ariz 16,218 55,121 83,351 51 1/4 414 Ariz
Ark 13,551 44,547 54,922 “ 23 1/4 305 Ark .
Cal 221,592 637,738 817,126 28 268 1/2 Cal
Colo . 24,332 70,586 110,624 © 57 . 354 1/2 Colo
Conn 13,080 61,513 97,353 58 1/4 644 . Conn
bel 3,734 14,095 20,230 43 1/2 442 Del
Fla , 41,412 156,645 241,356 54 : 455 Fla
Ga 26,605 112,524 148,653 32 451 1/4 Ga
Hawaii 5,825 30,987 55,167 78 - 847 "~ Hawaii
Idaho 8,799 20,601 31,506 53 259 ‘ Idaho
I11 90, 290 301,136 477,546 46 1/2 429 : 111
Ind 50,163 144,715 173,979 20 1/4 247 Ind
Iowa . 34,861 85,773 101,597 18 1/2 191 = Iowa
Kas : 27,938 69,108 82,031 19 194 Kas
Ky . 19,672 82,350 108,715 . 132 453 , Ky
La 44,557 99,333 121,813 23 173 ' La
Me 5,59¢% 17,873 27,783 55 1/2 396 -‘Me

' Md 25,166 79,742 | 120,961 51 1/2 386 1/2 Md -
Mass 13,361 69,097 116,093-{ - 68 769 - Mass
Mich - 101,836 262,424 343,691 3l 237 1/2 Mich

. Minn 38,920 . 105,131 ° 143,448 .36 1/2 268 1/2 Minn
Miss 18,347 47,804 72,189 - 51 ' 413 _ Miss
Mo 25,641 112,764 131,571 - 16 1/2 159 1/2 ¢ Mo

. Mont 11,231 24,418 © 29,156 19 1/2 218 Mont
Neb 15,218 33,248 . 48,386 . 45 1/2 287 Neb
Nev 4,107 12,339 15,908 | ~ 29 . 287 o Nev
NH - 4,106 10,221 10,938 | - 7 To116 172 N H
NJ 24,457 - 95,047 154,430 | 62 1/2  5311/2 =~ 'NJ
N M 11,239 31,262 | 41,639 | 33 270 NM
NY 94,116 482,986 746,529 - 54 1/2 693 N Y
N C 30,574 114,709° 175,931 53 1/2 475 1/2 N C
ND 9,368 . 19,888 23,249 ' 17 148 N D
Ohio 45,326 174,136 260,690 - 50 475 Ohio
"Okla - 27,020 52,858 69,467 31.1/2 157 Okla
Ore : 28,719 67,984 95,901 53 : 234 Ore
Pa ' 43,472 264,693 352,787* 33 1/4% 711 1/2% Pa
R I 5,271 : 21,545 31,413 46 ' 496 - R I
SC 1135141 44,308 68,786 55 423 1/2 . - 8 ¢C
S D - 8,128 17,152 21,202 24 161 — § D
Tenn : 17,023 - 73,137 98,598 - . 35 479 Tenn
Texas 72,133 259,425 343,515 32 1/2 376 - - Texas

~ Utah 13,129 33,695 45,320 31 . 236 Utah

VvVt 3,399 10,940 14,758 | 35 - 334 vVt
Va N 29,861 107,524 136,134 . 26 1/2 356 ° - Va
Wash 47,441 . 137,051 150,903 ' 39 1/4 300 Wash
W Va . 16,919 49,033 58,719 19 . 245 .- . W Va
Wis . 39,417 155,957 181,237 ) 16 1/4 360 Wis
Wyo 4,935 11,123 . 14,672 | 39 32 | - 197 Wyo
Tétals' 1,515,979 5,055,087 | 7,003,798 | o
" @ ed average percentafggsfé? E;ain' e 38 1/2 362 -

[:R\!:mated in abseuce of report or complete'dppfoprlatlcns

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
o
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advantages higher educational institutions bring to the states and
community in terms of research, community service, and cultural
opportunities to the public at large. There also will be‘in the
period ahead increasing pressure for states to supparf private higher
education. to some degree both to preserve the dual sysﬁem of public
and private higher education and to reduce costs to gcvernmeﬂt'whicﬁ
would result if private institutions ﬁere to disappear due to
bankruptcy. Without more'adEQUate facing of the problem$‘of'insti=

tutional finance neither the quality .or the variety of institutions -

' necessary to meet the needs of the future-can be assured.

However, it is also clear, that neither in the present nor in the

'fDreseeable future will general support of institutions and low tuition

as such provide the equality of opportunity commensurate with the
American goal. If economic barriers are to be removed then direct
aid to students from poverty and lower-income level families becomes

essential on the state as well as on federal and privafe philanthropic

levels.

A number of states have clearly recognized the need for comprehensive

ﬂundergraduate prcgrams of tlnanclal aid based upon need. As already

;nd;cated New York State had initiated such a program befcre the advent
of federal student aid programs. Currently (1970-71) 21 states are
ex@ending some $229,319,3Q2 in explicit student éid; an increase of

some $38,000,000 over thgfprevibus year. However, even among the

- 21 states the picture is far from even. Some 6 states account for

$196.5 of the $229.3 million appropriated or 85.7 per cent, New York
alone accounts for 28.5;Pef cent of the .appropriated funds . 'The-

4o



attached table lists the states with programs, comparative
appropriations in 1969-70 and 1970-71, the number of awards, and the

average amount awarded.

Further analysis shows that of the 21 states with programs only 13
make awards primarily on the basis of need and of these only 7 allow

students to utilize the funds at out-of-state as well as at in-state

institutions. Seven states have programs providing funds which can
only be used at non-public institutions. These are rather clearly
tuition equalization grants in contrast to basic need grants although

they may and, in fact, are in each case linked to a need factor.

In spite of the variations in.existing programs, the dévalapment of
state comprehensive aid programs is one of the most significant
contributions since World War II to improved educational opportunity.
The existence of these programs clearly underlines the recognition-on
the part of some states of a particular obligation to thé_mast needy
- students. Tt should be noted that mést of the states .with student
aid programs are relaﬁively high-income states. ;New York»with the -
most éxténsive program is eighth in thé nation in terms of relativély
' fewer numbers of families with incomes under $3,000.00. Connecticut
and:Massachusetésj which are fésyectively‘first and seéénd, wi?h
fewest families in the under $5,000.00 category and second and first
in the under $3,000.00 category, both have prbgrams, of therl7 sfates
thaé-;reAiﬂ éhg fcp tﬂird in family income, all but four have a
'fﬁgenefal direct student aid program. Of the 17 states in tﬁe’botfgm
third in family income,,oni? 2 have a geheral state -student aid pr%gram,

and both of these programs are very smal%‘Cstate student aid prograﬁé
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‘university in this state moré;tﬁéﬁiﬁcubled appropriations pefﬁ
. 4 B 3,

are less than 1 per cent of state appropriations for higher education

(19)

'
|

in both Florida and West Virginia).

The need for state student financial aid is further underlined and

complicated by the ﬁneven distribution within states of student aid

P 5

funds through institutions. Within a state system itself the variance

in aid funds per needyistudgnt from institution to institution, even
though- the majority of such funds may come through appropriations,

5

) 3 y k) - 1 ‘ . a . 1] : = ’
may be extreme even when ‘tuition and fees at the various institutions

are roughly comparable. In many instances the state univeréity which

> \

in general tends to draw frém'a more affluent commynity than the state

19 o \‘\ L ) 1 N / -
colleges and community colleges, will ‘also have the highest ratio of

‘aid available per student of ény public institution in the state. In
: \ . :

'
* A

some cases, the total amount of student aid available at such an

institution will more than exceed the total funds available in all

S A
/ \

other stafé institutions. Take dne state as a case in point: . _1In .

1968 the appropriations for student aid per student at the state

. E . IR
student in state colleges, and " more, than quadrupled the appropriation

- i ) A - ; .
per. student in community colleges. Wplleighgjgommunity coileges,  in
- - \"’"" Sl N . . .

general, are commuter institutions and thus do not involve residence

\ ,

"coéts,fthe”sfate“colleges’iﬁﬁfhi§'partf@ular state are residential

A
o L T 7 :
institutions and the cost to students cifsel“'app:cximates the cost

Vo :
» \ - o

= 0 v . . » - » \ N - . g
Such a situation is not atypical; in fact, there is evidence that the

at the university.

N\ .
v ‘e : g L, | ! . Coa
situation, if agnything, .is more extreme in some states. The net
. L . 1 o LG ;‘:. . - :
; | .
S T— — - o |
(1QJSee‘Table VI. ' , '
o , . _ o L
43 \
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résﬁlt is that it is frequently the vef&ustﬁdents who most need help
. for whlch the help is least available. This!is‘not toksuggest tﬁat'
the funds through such a university should be curtailed. It isl
however, to suggest the need for rsexamlnat;on ‘'of the purposes for

which student aid is awarded and the need for increasing funds at

1 i

the less favored institutions.

~ Another factor which contributes to unevenness in opportunity ahé

perhaps further underlines the desirability of reassessing insti-
. . . R . ' ) ' . N . /
tutional utilization of existing funds in the light‘oﬁ the purposes/
L L

of student financial aid, 1s the rather hlgh percentage of such funds

V
- !

that frequently go to students where need is ngt conSLdered the prlme

criterion. In another state the public 1nst1tut1©nsj from funds for
‘- " - -.. . .

2

aid under their own management, in 1967 provided their undergraduates 2

with four times as much aid for athletic schalarships'C$1,238,4S?)’as
. o - v - ’ . . . N I £
they provided for what are described as academic scholarships

i

($656,065), that is, aid for students in general academit programs.

7

During the .same period the responding institutions “in the study in

l

this state reported that they knéw of some égé_underg;aduates aﬁd 10
gradugte studEhts Qho had to discontinue théir'$tudies fér finéﬂéial
réasoﬂs.,_This estimate.obviaﬁsly does DOtL%621PQE thosé who nevéti

aPPliéd,Op wéra not ableltO‘enroiiiaé‘é }esﬁit of fihancéél barriers.
This is hot to imply thatfsomé;a+ﬁlétesfd6 nét ﬂeed‘aid nbt is it.to

‘Suggest fhat support Qf athletes is not defen51ble for other than

athletic reasons,_but it 15 to suggest that categorlcal ald for
< i - ‘Y T - >
s ) —ie i .“\ - .
( O) Report of Student Aid Prggrams, Tennessee ‘Higher Education -
Comm1531on Nashv1lle TenTessee, 1970 Page 2. -

e

. }"’u

(20)
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athletes should not be confused with student financial aid to meet
Sﬁate.and national educational opportunity goals. It is also to
suggeét that tﬁe disproﬁorti@natevemphasis on athletic support as
compared!with general student aid at-ieasf needs reevaluation.

One of the functions of a state student aidfprogram should be to

.equallze opportunity among students at various 1nst1tutlons w1th1n
ajstatei The functlon of Student ald within an 1nst£tutloﬁ is
"dbviously'to help equalize opportunity among its own students and
potential students by removing financiél Earr;ers ‘but a single
institution can do very little to help equalize the general cppora
tunL;y within a state fram 1nsf1tut10n to 1n5t1tut10n A state has

a clear obllgatlon,tbét extends beyond the conflnes of particular

/
- . /
institutions. /

A dlscu5510n of state TESPOD%lblllty to equallze‘educatlonal opportunity’
\

would not be complete w1thout some notatlon of the d;fferen;es among

states as these relate to post=secondary educatf@nal opportunity.

Postasecondary_édutati@hal'opportunity is notféqually avaiiabrg to all

R K

potential students across the nationi"states diffefjradically in the
number of poverty and low 1eve1:iﬁccme'faﬁilif5 5‘£hi£ the state.

If a foverty 1eve1 Famllv is defined as one with u nouéehold income
‘sf $3, ODO per year or less, the states range from Massachusetté with
9.4 péT_Cént of 1ts»househalds in this category to MLS%lSSlpPl}Wlth
34.5 per centg- If one ihciudésliow-iﬁcome f;miliéé defined as
tamllles w1tn from $3, DDO to &5 éOO dnnﬁal 1nccme with poverty

fgmllies, so that the percentage 1nc1udes all household%/w1th

$5,000 or less income, the dlscrepancy,amcgg states 1is even wider. Im

4
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Conmecticut, 18.2 per cent of households fall in this bracket. In

Mississippi and Arkansas, on the other hand, half of the households

in the state (52.7 per cent in-Mississiépi, 50.0 per cent in Arkansas)

would’have to be classed as 1ow; and poverty-income families. Tables

VI and Vli i;dicate the widesﬁread incidence of households at the

poverty level ($0 - $2,999),;at the low-income level ($3,000 - $4;§99),
| o

and at the combined poverty and 1ow—incgme'levels among the:statés.

In addition to the variance among the sheer numbers and percentages

of families wﬁo\w§u1d réquire aid if theirbyouﬁg ﬁesple were to

continue their education-beyond high school, the actual per:entages‘

of 18 to 21 yeér olds enrolled as uﬁéergraduates in any state, by —

state, and of high school graduates enrolled as first-time under-

graduates in any state, by state, further reveal inequalitj in

opportunity for post-secondary education in the various states.

There is a correlation between the percentage of households in the
low-income and poverty levels and the percentage of 18-- 21" year olds

enrolled as undergraduates. None of the ten states with highest:
T4

family incomg appear-among the - lowest 10 states in percentage of highr
'school‘gradugtes or percentage of 18 - 21 year olds enrolled in
c@lleée and none of the ten states with lowest ihcome appear in the
top ten in percentage éf high_SChOlegraduéfeS or.ls - 21 year olds

P enrolled in college.’

w

| . .

‘'The national average of 18 - 21 year olds en;olleﬁ as undergraduates

enrolled as first-time undergraduate'students is 58 per cent. However,
, . 8 L ' ) ) .
o in Utah, first in the nation, 53 per cent of 18 - 21 year olds are
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Percertage of Families with Annual Incomes Below $3,000; with
Annual Incomes Between)|$3,000 and $5,000; and wich Annual
Incomes legw $5,000 (hy state)

: “Below $2,999 $3,000-§5,000 Below $5,000
State @ Rank | Percentage Rank | Percentage | Rank | Percentage
Massachusetts 1 9.4;\ 7 10.4 2 19.8
Connecticut 2 9.6 1 8.6 1 18.:
New Jersey 3 11.3 3 9.3 3 20.
Hawaii 4 11.7 . % 9 10.9 4 22.6
Maryland 5 12.5 11 il:1 6 23.6
3
Michigan 6 13.2 ¢ \ 4 9.4 g 22.6
District of Columbia| 7 13.7 \ 21 11.9 10 25.6
Il1linois 8 14.1 \ 5 9.5 7 23.6
New York 9 14.2 Y 10 11.0 8 25.2
Pennsylvania 10 15.2 \ 17 - 11.7 12 26.9
Ohio 11 15.3 .6 10.1 9 25.4
Rhode Island 12 15.9 \ 15 11.4 13 27.3
Utah 13 15.9 \ 19 11.7 16 27.6
Wisconsin 14 16.0 L 14 11.3 14 27.3
Indiana 15 16.2 112 11.1 15 27.3
New Hampshire - 16 16.2 16 11.5 20 28.7
Delaware ' 17 16.4 27 - 13.4 22 29.8
Maine 18 16.4 38 15.3 25 31.7
California - 19 16.6 13 11.1 17 27.7
Nevada 20 16.7 20. 11.8 19 28.5
Washington \ 21 17.3 8 10.7 18 28.0
Minnesota @ 22 17.4 18 11.7 21 29.1
Alaska ; 23 17.6 2 8.8 11 26.4
Vermont 24 17.6 26 13.3 23 30.9
Colorado 25 17.5 30 |  13.8 24 31.4
|
Wyoming 26 .19.2 23 12.8 26 32.0
Nebraska 27 19.2 32 14 .2 31 . 33.4
Kansas 28 119.3 28 13.4 28 32.7
Arizona 29 19.6 25 13.1 29 32.7
Oregon 30 19.8 22 | 12.7 27 32.5
_ Virginia 31 19.8 31 14.0 32 33.8
Iowa 32 19.9 24 12.8 30 32.7
North Dakota 33 . 20.06 36 14.9 33 35.5
' Tdaho 34 21.2 43 15.6 37 36.8
' Texas 35 22.0 35 | 14.7 36 36.7
. k]
| Missouri 36 22.2 29 | 13.7 34 35.9
 New Mexico 37 22.2 39 | 15.3 38 37.5
Montana 38 22.3 33 | 14.2 35 36.5
Georgia 39 22.5 40 || 15.3. 40 37.8
North Carolina 40 22.5 42 | 15.4 41 37.9"

5 Continued mext page --
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(Income Table, Cont.nued)

i Below $2,999 , $3,000-§5,000 “Below $5,000
State Rank Percentage | Rank I Percentage Rank | Percentage
South Dakota 41 23.0 34 14.6 39 37.6
Florida 42 23.2 48 17.0 42 40.2
Louisiana 43 25.8 45 15.9 44 41.7
South Carclina 44 25.8 46 16.0 46 41.8
Kentucky 45 26.1 41 15.3 43 “41.4
Tennessee 46 26.1 47 16.6 43 42.7
Oklahoma 47 26.5 44 15.7 47 42.2
West Virginia 48 26.7 37 ~15.0 45 41.7
Alabama 49 29.0 49 17.0 49 46.0
Arkansas 50 1.5 51 18.5 50 50.0
Mississippi - 51 34.5 50 18.2 51 ©52.7
Source: Sales Management; June 10; 1970, page B-3.
rd
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States with the Lowest and Highest Percentages of Families

with Annual Incomes Beluw $3,000; with Annual Incomes
Between $3,000 and $5,000; and with Annual Incomes

Below $5,000 ‘

Rank
(Lowest) Below $2,999 . $3,000-$5,000 |  Below $5,000
1 Massachusetts Connecticut Conﬂecticut
2 Connecticut Alaska Massachusetts
3 New Jersey New Jersey New Jersey
4 Hawaii Michigan Hawaii '
5 Maryland Iilinois Michigan
6 Michigan Ohio Maryland -«
7 District of Columbia| Massachusetts I1linois =
8 Illinois - Washington New York
S New York Hawaii Ohio
10 Pennsylvania New York District £ Columbia-
¥
(Highest) i - _ _
41 South Dakota Kentucky North Carolina
42 Florida . North Carolina | . Florida
43 Louisiana Idaho : Kentucky
44 South Carolina Ok ahoma Louisiana
45 " Kentucky ~Louisiana West Virginia
a6 Tennessee .South Carolina South Carolina
47 Oklahoma Tennessee Oklahoma
48 West Virginia Florida Tennessee
49 Alabama Alabama Alabama
50 Arkansas Mississippi Arkansas
51 Mississippi Arkan.as Mississippi

Source:

£

S

Sales Managemeng;—June 10,

1970, page B-3
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enrolled aé undergraduates in higher education institutions .whereas
in Alaska,_lnwest in the nation, only 14 per cent and in Ng?th
Carolina, next to the botfom, only 24 per cent of 1§ =;21 year olds
are enrolled. Thus there is a discrepancy of 39 pericent between
the highest and the lowest statési 'Pést~secondg§y educational
oﬁportunity in the two states, Utah and Alaska, is clearly ﬁnequal.

Ak

L. ‘;\ S
Tables VII, IX, and X ipdicaté“percgntages by 'state in both 18 - 21
year olds enrolled as.undergraduates 'and high school graduates enrolled -

as first-time undergraduates.

Not only is there a serious problem of equﬁlity of opportunity within
states, which rather clearly calls for greater effort within the
étates, there is an equally serious or more serious inequality among
sﬁatés which calls not only for increased ééatgﬁeffcrts but undérliﬂes
the need for é natiqﬁa;'effoft if the gatiénal g@élrof'basic higher

educational opportunity with .financial barriers removed is to be

achieved.

20
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RATIO OF RESIDENTS OF STATE ENROLLED AS UNDERGRADUATES IN ANY STATE (21)
TO NUMBER OF 18-21 YEAR OLDS IN STATE (1968)

State

Alabama
Ala'ska
Arizona
Arkansas
California

Colorado -~
Connecticut
Delaware

Dist.
Florida

-Georgia
Hawaii-
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky

* Louisiana

,Maine

Maryland -

~ Massachusetts

Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey

-New Mexico

New .York )
North Carolina
North Dakota

Ohio : ,
Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island

of Columbla'

Student

Residents

80,648
4,207
59,898
44,682
704,728

64,229
97,416
11,709
17,937
160,444

86,835
22,068
25 089
332,353
12l,682

81,036
74,218
71,834
94,331
18,421

99,404
170,968

. 236,564
-108,397
56,435

120,211
23,362 .
46,025

9,461
® 16,322

207,584

31,843
600,626
- 90,529
22,815

‘271,004 -
79,095 -
66,459 -

294,698
24,704

51

3

Number of
18-21 Year Olds

254,700
29,200
125,300
133,000
1,413,500

150,900
189,800
38,100
59,900
424,800

352,900
68,100
48,90C

701,800

347,600

178,000
164,500 -
229,600
268,600
70,400

77,600
352,500
583,900 -
240,400
170,600

298,000
51,800
102,900
35,600
46,700

449,400
82,600
1,161,300
385,200
47,900

713,100
171,500
138,300
731,300

63,800

Rgtic

.32
.14
.48
.34
.50

.43
.51
.31
.30
.38

.25
.32
51
.47
.36

.46
.45
.31
.35
.26

.36
.49

.41

.45
.33

.40
.45
.45
.27
.35

.46
.39
.52
.24
.48

.38
-46
.48
.40°
.39

- .Continued next page --
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(Tabl~ VIII, Continued)

Ratio of Residents of State Enrolled as Undergraduates in Any State to
. Number of 18 - 21 Year Olds in State (1968) -

Studen Number of
¢ .ate Residents ~ 18-21 Year Olds Ratio
South Carolina 41,993 210,900 .20
South Dakota 22,765 48,100 .47
Tennessee 86,045 277,800 .31
Texas 302,136 814,800 .37
. Utah’ 41,103 77,800 .53
Vermont 9,384 27,700 .34
Virginia 97,698 371,100 .26
. Washington - 107,227 231,100 L4567
‘West Virginia . 39,615 121,400 .33
Wisconsin 122,230 275,200 A4
Wyoming 11,799 22,800 .52
50 States and D.C. 5,632,266 13,8094000 .41
E " . R - - . N
czlfCarnegie Commission for Higher Education.
o ,
\,



RATIO OF RESIDENTS ENROLLED AS FIRST-TIME UNDERGRADUATES IN INSTITUTIONS

Table IX

-39-.

IN-ANY STATE TO HIGH SCHDOL GRADUATES

State ‘Residents High School Graduates Ratio
Alabama 21,475 45,799 .47
Alaska 1,334 2,905 .46
Arizona 20,548 ) 21,054 .98
Arkansas 13,762 25,274 .54
California 192,129 256,235 .75
Colorado 18,557 29,989 .61
Connecticut 26,190 38,974 .67
Delaware 3,453 7,121 .48
Dist. of Columbia 5,526 6,822 .81
Florida ' 43,804 67,211 .65
Georgia 22,471 55,470 .41
Hawaii 7,196 11,230 .64
Idaho 7,264 ¢ 11,751 . .62
Illinois - 94,191 139,253 o s .68
Indiana 32,531. 70,033 © .46
. Iowa © 24,123 45,871 .53
Kansas 21,522 33,693 .64
Kentucky ©19,948 40,326 .49
-Louisiana 23,663 47,897 .49
Maine 5,157 15,014 i .34
Maryland 25,468 - 1,48,537- .52
Massachusetts 50,380 76,530 .66
Michigan 64,349 126,558 .51
Minnesota ' 32,352 61,686 .52
Mississippi 18,668 29,225 .64
Missouri 33,782 59,851 .56
"Montana . 6,763 11,642 .58
Nebraska - 12,777 22,871 .56
Nevada . 2,717 - 5,053 .54
New Hampshire 4,527 10,086 .45,
New Jersey 56,027 95,082 “ .59 -
‘New Mexico 7,766 15,676 .50
New York 157,537 -223,000 .71
Nerth Carolina 26,427 " 64,994 .41
North Dakota 6,725 10,768 g .62 ..
.Ohio 74,892 147,530 ] .51
Oklahoma 22,098 © 35,445 . .62
Oregon _ .1&709 31,022 .64
Penndylvania 74,198 171,275 .43
Rhode Island 7, 471\ 11,189 .67.

(1968)

Student

Number of

a3

Continued next page --
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(Table IX, Continued)

Ratio of Resldents Enrolled As First-Time Undergraduates In_ Instltutlons

In Any State to High School Graduates (1968)

Student ~ Number of

State ~ Residents High School Graduates Ratio
South Carolina 13,252 34,367 .39
_South Dakota 6,935 12,497 .55
Tenncssee . 22,469 ) 48,522 ’ .46
Texas 81,033 133,192 .61
Utah, 9,668 ) 16,999 .57
- Vermont 2,734 7,968 ,1 .34
Virginia 27,280 - 57,790 ‘ .47
‘Washington 35,828 . 49,190 _ .73
West Virginia 11,283 26,899 - . .42
Wisconsin 34,043 - 71,473 : .48
Wyoming 3,684 5,293 , L
50.Stdtes and 1,557,486 - 2,701,000 i .58
b.C. :
: o
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;
Table X

Statez w1th the Highest and Lowest Percentage of High- School Graduates:
in First-Time Enrollment -- as Compared with States with the Highest

and Lowest Percentage of 18-21 year clds in Undergraduate Enrollment (22)
(1°68)
States with highest percentage of high- | States with highest percentage of 18-21
school graduates in first-time enrollment year olds in undergraduate enrollment
State . - _Percentage | ' State S 7E§rge§tgg§
Arizona 98% ~ Utah ‘ 53%
Distrigt of Columbia 81 - New York - 52
California 75 "~ Wyoming - 52
. Washington ‘ : 73 « Connecticut 51
~New York . .71 California . , 50
‘Wydming 70 e Massachusetts ’ 49
Illinois . T . 6& : "Arizona o ] 48
Rhode Island 67 - Oregon L. 48
Connecticut . - 67 : ‘I1linois : 47
Massachusetts ' . 66 ' South Dakota , 47
(Nationaliave:ége) . [Ss%jé 7 (National-average) ; (41%)
. . ‘ . - .
State with lowest percentage of high- States with lowest percentage of 18-21 .
school graduates in first-time enrollment | . year olds in undergraduate enrollment -
State - - Percentage - State L : Peréentage-
] . B N r B ‘
Maine . : 34% Alaska S T14% -
Vermont . 34 North Carolina : . 24
South Carolina . - 39 *| - Georgia - ' : 25
‘Georgia , 41 South Carolina - 26
North Caral;na ‘ ‘ : 41 Virginia - ! 26
" West Virginia . ‘ T 42 Mgipe . N 26
Pennsylvania : : 45 - Nevada - 27
New Hampshire . 45 » - District of Columbla Iz 30
« , Tennessee S 46 | ~ Tennessee o 31
Alaska T I 46 - . Delaware ‘ ' 31 .
Indfana : © 46 Kentucky o 31
: , N
e — _ 3 L
.is. V . - o

K ' / :
(22 )“stlmates derlved by the Carnegle Cammiss;on for Higher Educatlon staff .using
Bureau of the Census; Current Population Repcrt EEI;PS P- 25 Nos. 375,and
416, and 1960 Census-data from the states. :

/ o : ./




Section IV - The wation.

\

3

-The decade of the Sixties hac been a period of major growth in
awareness of natlonal respansxbilities forfincfeasing.postsseccndary

and hlgher educthOﬁal onpartun Ly for a progressively wider range

'”“u

of "’ lnlelduals in soélety Whlle major. federal. aid to students was

: made available through the G. I!,Bill after‘Worid War iI and continues
tp_be gyailableithrough thﬁ VgteranswAdminigtration to veterans, not
need but service'ih the armed forces was and is therprime'criterion
fgr such aid. Simifgr camﬁents‘Could be made about'Social Sécurity
’.paymeits whiéﬁ éoﬁstitutgiaiﬁajgr source of non-needs based federal
_assistaHCE to students. -Eeginnfﬁé,lkbwever, with'the National

Defense Education Act of 1958, the f%deiai gmphasis'}or the Sixties

on aid as a means of re;aving finanéial barriers to po;£;sécoﬁdary
education fér 1dwer—incom6; poor, aﬁd disadvantaged persons, utilizingv
@eed as a maiﬁr criterion for sucﬁgaid, has beéomé progressively more -
clear. Higher and post- Secondary educatlcn have become reccgnlzed

not only as state and local resourées but as naflonal respurces. In

turn, the,availability of post—secqndary educational opportunity is

!

now considered not just a privilege but as a right of those
individuals, regardless of economic circumstances or race, who could

profit from it and add to the natiopal reserve of eduagted mannower,
L. ) - , i o /
. B - : ) o ) I

Following the lational Defense Education Act, a series of acts during

== h o

':the'SixtiES\extended the range of student assistance based on need

-both to, students in- general and to- students in Spec1allzed areas

-The Health Professions Natlonal ASSJ:tSDCE Act of 1963fprov1ded 1oans

‘o

for needy students an. the health fle%ﬁf The 1 ;1 Rigﬁts Act of .

=

Lo -

T T ) B -
R ; o A , .
Y - - . N ss(; K _

- o i . [
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1964 enabled institutions to deal with special student problems

A bfought.about'through désegreraﬁiun, The NursesrTrainihg Act @f'l964
provided fuﬁds for needy nursing students, The ECOHDmlC GpporLuniiy

- Act of 1964 lnaugurated the Work-Study program. The Health pIOfESSanS
hducatlcnal Asslstance Amendments of 1964 prOV1ded graﬂts to students,
in' the health professions. The 1andmark ngher EduCatlon Act of 1965 7 /
iﬁClﬁded the Educational Dpportunlty Grants program, eéxtended the loan /
program 1n1tlated under NDLA prQV1ded for the guaianteed loan

Program, extanded the Work Study program, and provided for addltlonal

. \

‘~graduate fellowships. The Educatlon Professions Development Act of . |

1967 opened up further opportunltle: in teacher educatlon in 1t5'

|

various forms. The Higher Education Amgndments of 1968 not inyl_

o ", , . N :
strengthened the Educational Opportunity Grants, the NDEA loan

_ A T o ,
program, -and the;Mork-Study programs but through Upward Bound,

Talent Search, .and Spec;al Services prov1ded for early 1dent1f1cat10n

'remeﬂial work, and recruitment of the dlsadvantaged The Health..

1

f"Manpower Act of 1568 further extended axd programs in Pealth areas.

During the same perlod veterans program% were extended aqd funded at

1

. ' A : ‘ - i
higher rates. L

i . e

By 1969 federal funds fram all sources and for all purposes allocated

: - for student a5515tance had Pasded the $2 billion: mark (23) However, '
by 1969 a piateau!ih“fﬁﬁaiﬁéﬂhad’been reached:"In partlcular
I .
Programs approprlaflgﬁs were already b81ng cut back. JThe mcst

natable case was'the Eccnom;c Oppartunlty Graqts program Whlch was‘_

reduced by &?4 6 mllllon in 1969 over: the appraprlatlcn for 1968.

(23)see Table XI. . L e L
« .
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While the ollege Work-5tudy program was increased by approximately
.$11 million in 1969 and the interest subsidy portion of the guarénteed
loan program was increased by §$3.8 miilion the net loss in basic
fpragrams w;$ close to $20 million. " But regardless of specific amounts,

by the end of the decade, the prinéipléiand the goal of moving towards

- o

equali+r of higher educational opportunity for all citizens commensurate
with their interests and abilities through removal. of economic barriers

had bggngfairly firmly estaﬁlighed both by Presidential statement -and

this goal as the cehtral issue in his Higher education message of

1970.

But the questiéﬂ ineviFabjy arises: To what extent has the federai
gévernmeﬂt.mcved:ta heip translate thié goal® into Teality'within the
pfograms enacted and the funds aﬁproﬁriated to date? Do students
from éll sections of‘the’countfy, frém'the ghéttc; and from‘fUTai

i

vpcvertyeareas ha%e'équal access in the light of their needs to the

funds available? To what extent aﬁe students from CETtéin sections
éf the cggntry, preparing.for c%rtain P%ofessinﬁsj with aertgin '
1backgrahﬁd exéeTiEﬁces that may or may not be related to need,, given
preference? These are not easy questidns to answer as there are ?
éthef 1egitimaterends to be servedrin“relafion’to which creating'

- = i" B " : ' ' ‘5, ‘— ’
equality ofmpost-seég?dary educational opportunity, is neither a fiscal

nor a.?oliticai possibility.

H@wevgi,fi% should be recognized that of the over” $2 billion in .

. federal funds for assistance of students allocated-irfr 1969 only

$363,836,721"went into basic p;dg:ams handied through the'U. S. Office

58
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of Education. Almost twice that amount ($687,389,627) was expended
through the Veterans Administration and close to three times that
amount ($958;,448,354) was expended by the Public Health‘Service.(24)

. This)is not to say that veterans' educational benefits:shouidibe cuf,
nor is.it to deny the national need fDrVStrengtheniné the health
professions, both of which are importént and legitimate géais. But
it is to put the qnesiicn Of aid on a need basis in a perspectivé
‘which recognizes that a veteran ngngrlﬁfD the heal*h Prof6551on has
a decided advantage over the promising black\yaung maﬁ or woman of

ﬁﬁé ghetto.or the impoverished rural farm child in the south.
o "~ . - : . . ‘ L

But tdrcafry the qﬁestign furtger;’are the funds apprépriéié&iihréﬁghr
lk,the u. S. Office of Eddcéticn for bagiéisfudEﬁt aid, that‘is;‘for the
Eddc%tionalchpartunity Grants program, thé Callegé Work-Study
?régram{ the NDEA 1oaﬁ-§rogramg“and insured loan/r%servés (gﬁaréntééd
icaﬁjprééram)’sa distributed-as to approximate equaiity of access to
needy studenfs agrcsé the nation? At 1éasﬁfsomé serious éttempt hés
been made in the author zing legislation ic develop allocatlgn.,'
forﬁuiae to énégurage, if n@t’lDSurea equitable distribution. The
Educational Dﬁpcrtuﬁity,Grants Prqgram-(Higher'gducétion Act of 1965,
TitleJIVi “Part A, éectidn 405 [é]) requires'that "the Commissioner h
shall allot to each state ‘an amount whlghwgé;is the same Iatia to .the
amount ‘so appropriated as the numEer of perséns eﬂrolled on a full-»
time b351s in 1nst1tutlans of higher educati;n in such staté bears“

to the- total number of persons enralled on a full-time ba51s in

institutians of higher education in all the states." Essentially the

c24)See Table XI

59
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same language is used in Title II for funds under the NDEA student

. loan program. While such a formula provides for awarding funds on

a student populatlon Ease it does not take~iﬂt§ account the variance’
in potentlal student pcol within states including elther the 18 - 21
year old pcpulat;@n, ‘the number of hlgh zchool graduates or the
income 1eve1 of the families w;thln the states. Yet the Eccnoﬁlc
Dppé%tunitvarénts program i; in many reSpects_theAfundamental‘aid
program of difect grants to meet ‘the need5 Df the most impoverished
students and the'NDEA icén,progrém‘is the Basic unit in enabling
impoverished students to help fhemselves. ‘The formulé for distri-
bhfio ) of reserve funds for the guaranteed loan prcgram unlike -EQG

and NDEA is not based upon college population but upgn‘the proportion

of 18 - 22 year olds per state to the 18 - 22 year old populatlon

of the natlan (Title 1IV: Sectlcn 422 [b] [1]). The mcst ﬁomplex

formula is for allotment of funds for-the Work-Study piogram. One

third, of the funds are gliatted on the basis ‘of propértimnafe college -

population; one.third on proportionate number of high school graduates; . .

it

and, one third "will be an amount whith bears the same ratio to such o
one third as the number cf,relafed children under 18 years cf'age —
living in families with annual income of less than $3,000 in such

state bears the number of relgted children under 18 years of age

. living in families with incomes of 1§ss:thap $3,000 in all the states"

(Title IV: "Section 422 [b] [3])-

Actual allotments under-each of these programs-pluslvetErans‘ affairs
and public health for 1969 appear iﬁ Table XI. A similar table

(Téble XI1) for the four U. S. Office of Education programs for 1968

0. . -



with student enrcliments of residents of the states (whether enrolled

in state or out of 5LgtEJ f@liDWS.gESJ

1968 figures are used in Table XII since state student resident

.

Jt
n,_f"‘v

enrolliment figures are not available for 196°2 order to obtain

a

comparable figures by state in terms of what the allocations mean
g . s .

per state we have developed tables by program and by total fﬁnds

a -per student re51dent of the state base

fer all four prcgrams,cﬁ
énd a per 18 - 21 year old populatign Pasé. [Tables;XIll;—XIV; XV,
EXVI? and\XVII)‘,‘While the student resident figures,a%e nof available
for 1969 the tables were CTOSS- checked for rank order and prcpér-
“» tionate amounts 1n 1969 u51ng the assumption that while therg were
“Zincreases in numbers of students no radical change in distrlbutlan
:of.student;residents'é£ 18(¥ 21 yearvolds took.place. While the
amouhts fgr Sﬁateipartiéﬁlarly in?thedEducationalwOpp@rtunigy Grants
"prcgram shrank considerably as a result of the $34!6 million
reduction in funds and lﬁcreased slightly in the Lallagé Work-Study
program and Lne 1nsured loan reserves, the proportionate amounts

received and the rank order of states remained substantlally the same

utilizing 1969 allotment figures. .

The fifst Strlklng characterlstlc thé 1968 tables reveal is the marked )
dlfferent;als ampngtthe states in each Categaryi For exqmple, in the
"E0G prcgram the amount per student re51dent‘allotted by state varled
frDm a hlgh of $23.85 for the DlStIlCt of Columbla to a 1Qw of $4.31

in New Jersey. The natlonal average for 1968 for all states was $8 94.
& e — . : . ' . 3
stgéfﬁdént enrollment figures in Table XII from Table VIII, page 37.

=

2
7 . ) s

N




h * . ”h i A - ,
, ’ . , ” , : o | . )
, -+ +gBeq 3xeN pantryuoy W ’ | !
” . | ]
$76°909°ST || 98L78L0°Y | TLE'IZB'T 99s°904°s || ove'zio‘e | LS8°L9T S19°985°Z 3¢ ‘681 1dd1ssissin
U RTE L | 2e€°TLE°ST | LL0ZBRIST £eL 6518 ZE9°sE6°T | T16°£22 ELE 529 Y LIg'RLE - BIOSIUUTH
% UB'0T6'L9 || szl0666Z | £85°69T°ZT || WSTTISY'ST | L08°365"S 885°70S | 819°9¢8°8 |, 180°91L , . BT
T 108°seys0l || TriieLe'08 | 106°9z9T9r | ecctesgiir | TSTAIELE Tiotsgs 1£0°881°L - 98pizas $339SNYDESSBH -
6b6°800° 90 GIT°008°08 ¢ 950°SLvi0T || " vLL'€50°S V9 991°C - LL57607 [E SN XA 0 . 169°85T ! pue]AIeH
ocef1zo's ) cezfves't | s11'8Ig’I 8IS 619°T || w9T'E0L 682 L9 | b98 ‘ ¥8L 109°£9 | autey
€T6'91S 08 | 99L°LB5'ET | £06°990°6 CLEAATA) 906 695" € STy 8L 062°8¥9°€ 659562 - BUBISINOT
L65' 606761 . || T0079SE L 869 S16'S w68°6£9°9 || -6l0‘est’S L't 7T1°9€0°E ! £€0° 9¥Z | - Aonjuey
€65 PGS 6T |1 6S9°7S9°L TTieel’e f TTLTL9S°S 88s ors’ 1 < orTEiLRt LSS°TIE'E 258897 ! SESURY
vL1 61052 P9E’ EVR 01 B8 LLY'S |l 926°L89%9 | sig'szrr | 602081 | §€9°S8L°E , 69L°90F & LT ¢
§I1'9LZ'ST | z19'T66°wl - | OBZ'ISL'OT || 9E7'18576 Cpe7TSe'E 019°%28 £1p°0Tp’S 616°85P _ BUBTPUT
SLTCTSS LT || Lseziztey | L98°SLL'TS ' 1 TS9ELT 189°128"9 979°2¥9 . 1ST'619°6 7| 96%" 644 ; N stouriig
1S7°999°¢ |} 097°80C 0Ly’ 788" T TLr'l 6rL6YS 860° 9% W 856' 018 | OIL'Se P owpr
(ss'gzzte || Tretswy's .| Bee'ss®'r Nl 86 16 | reetise ©o07RY9S 0S0°82E Lsi'ss U TYBMBY
L1p*996° 18 TTL66L°TT | £8s°T26°21 l "€zu's#8’L ) T06°9L6'€ 1£1°90€ 3 vL0'sez's | 910492 * | 8183009
) - , , | , | - ) iy
86°7857ES §92°094°ST | PLS'SBS 8L 6E1°LE2°6 06L°016F - | LBT'STE S TA T A 88 '¥LE , wpIIoTd
nEz e8L SE || 962790£°TT | 11¥7876°07 gze'gss’e ff  wIv'LOL | 50£°£9 5S1°6¥9°1 6E9°EET . | EIQUOIE) FO “ISTY
ovg’zer'z || ors'oos 0er 160" T 00L‘ vzL 86z , 602" 67 765°1L8 zitos . JIBNET3(Q
BEO°pSEiLE |} £92°%Z861 | 976'6KI'ST spp 082y ) SSSY0S°1 018 9%1 - 180'1ER'T £00° L61 MITIIBUUO]
oSt 8pL 1S IST'LZO'ET | 959'L06°€T goe‘gIsy . I . 6I6°E09°T por‘izl SLTTS8‘Z | SPO*ISZ OpEIO[0)
, . , . . . , . o Jmn‘,;, o -
119°922° 95T ‘ PEO°L96°TTT | TOW'ETT66 SLBISHTES 90" #(8 1T z'eL0't | $56°€09°81 svL'ees't | . BTUIOITTE)
p1'0z8'TL |, 181°25L°C pIT €08 ¥ 61p 592" Y 9estort’e 9t5 221 1£2°258°1 ‘960 05 - SESUBYIY
6.0°128° %1 || S18°6£9°C POTTE9E R [ POTCZIRE AL I G SEL°S6 | SLS'861°Z i 791 8LT BUOZTIY
Tozewd't | wE6°ZIS pIETIL P06 CT , peLiET L 000°SZ. | TTh £8 . 65L°9 EYSEBIY
079'Lk0LT § |1 59599976 190° ¢85 018 P66 96L°9 § | 780°£95°€s | 79 0vE  § 650°69L°C § t6s vz § Bue qBTY
VIO (11%) uoTiedy 3080.. Apnig-yIoMm | spang - | spung ueoq ol - sjuels avis .
axven 20TAISS - | -STUTUpY - 12101 [9] afer10n , saXasay 103 | , [ m_cafsﬁ.,hugau , A3Tunyzoddy
, yITesn Iz1 SURIBRIN - D ] . SIIUBADPY [¥] 12ueTIRONPY
Hore12rand , 2 J
| e ; . e - ‘
[1] 6961 TE¥STd 10 SIUMIOTIY 2IEIS, - uoTIEINPY 3O 33TII0 S N , .
- I , _ I .
- ¢ 3o 1 -9dey '
6961 TVOSI4 - 01V TVIONVNIZ INUONLS ¥Dd SONMd TY¥H03 '
- 3 IX °1qBL U o
, ,, | oA
. 4




s o, N ' i )
. - , . ] ! ' L
Z0L°PL9 600 28| PSS 8YP 8S6S | LT9'68E 8D | | TZL°958°59s5S 000°D0S* SHT$ T cg@,@@mﬁnﬂaw 000 000 G6TS 122°958°ST$ | - svior
- . | . ] . . - , o~ , R ) N . )
79€°€80°ST | 619°LZL'T | 676'ss6'9: | pie‘e6e’y 000° 0162 W 09,508 | £8P 9L0°T . Teston K seaxy Burdying K
. PaTieRL’l E96°TF i LS8 116 | POPISEL ¥E6° 45T 000° Sz | BSL 9Ty AN % ! Butwody
oo ' | ] : .o : !
! | . . _ , . . . , . .
Y89°0TZ Sy  LOV8IYO‘SZT | SO8'BES'ET | .650°08S'S iyL'se6‘z | - - T0L°TST | ! 951" 96¢ UTSUOISTH
9/9°508°0T [ B80°€§8'Z [ 6¥8'TIS‘E | ' 6EL'8S6'E 919 1£8" T _ 42 074 S 566671 | BYUTIITA 1S3H
TTR'BE0 ¥y | E¥PISS9°TT TrpiSI9PT | LT6'L78°9 965 evZc | - L8T1T61 906290 ¥ , 8£2 " 62¢ uoifuysey
909°1SE°ST | LS6'Qv90T |} €61°48S's | 9S¥IEEl'L LTl oA i S greizee . RN (A N S | 096952 BTUTBITA
DDSSBI'S i LPZUTIIENE | 9vZi0Z8 | 108 £S0°T 58" 9sg -+ TEBLT ) 888819 | 51705 : ERLURLH
. ”m : o e . a.nv ] . | ’ f., . ”
{78°SER°ST 1 SRO'ELI'B 805°850°S” |  pe9iS0s‘z | 900°zz0°T . ZBT 0L BIT TIZZ‘T 82¢ ‘061 : yeaf)
PRV YE6°06 | T8T°L95°9¢ 965989 ‘SE L98"0pL 8L Sv0‘SS9°8" ££47°50¢ - | 682°605°8 ﬁ 00g “0L8 I Sexsy,
0SS'0SEBS | PI9LBE6T | £¥OTZOOT | 56 et [+ 995748/ . . sZeTeLT Y09 686 E ! B6Z €25 - 39553UuaY .
L8 (9T Y 44081 T 8SP TOLT. LIE 0L Y 996 1ZL 789°vy £69°LE6 986°SL BI0XE( YInog
0SS'Z6£°2T | 6£8°015°2 YIE'OTE'y | LSETS96°Y 9L6°19L" 2 pSzis0z 9pE8PR 1 18L°6VT T{0JE) YInog
€92°001°8" | vor‘sfz's | £69°896°T | 298°E68°T " 1594789 612759 8SE“90T° T $59° 68 |+ pires] apoyy :
STO'BEL HIT | S6V ESTE9  |° S09ORE“Ey |  6I67E9LST FLO‘TOY L - TLEC00L 69279086 , ¥69 6L \ zrueAflsuLsy
LL6°€06°SZ | EBT'696°ZT | 9v9'8BS'R BrT ovE’p ESPIISK'T TS TIT 66k bLS'T - | 575807 ™ uodaip "
. vIE°es8irT - | 828 ePP’Y | STZ'BSEDT. T82°1£0°9 07T*¥92 2 7LE7991 6LLDESE 0T6°69T , ¢ | BwoYeTH0
BIE°ER9'98 « | T0S'TOZ'TE | £28'IST'LE | WEE'ERE'LI 209" 99 £70°6€9 | SPL'TLP S v29° 9L . oTYY ‘..mmw
. ] - C L , _ ( ) ; ’A
956855 Y BYS ELL SP6'6£0°T Eov'zrL‘T | 8ir'I99 m Ire ey 90 ‘656 | LELLL - BI04EQ YIION
EEEOESYIIS ) S6RSTI'IS | #LLITL8TS #99°59p 0L | Nam 160°S - B06°SLE | 185579y JTLO'WLE . | eUT[OTE) YlroN B
ZeSUITE'0TZ [ BET'SETTRET | ISTLTO0E'SH L80°S8E° LT | ; 9.7 010" T | V26 LLE ST IST*OPZ*I ' 1204 MaN
69LTRLTG | 009 @@Nam LI Y AT S A 72s vl | L9LTP0° T 105 v8 , OXTXIN MAN
pPE'STH 6T | CLO°SRE'L | ££9°S98°HT b330 1) G A | sistsee | T Tod*grr's . BSPU6LT | AISISL MBN ,
FZLEITD 69% €L1°% 00€ "81L 1 seb' s P69 LSF grz' iy 6rT'CTS , 68159 axrysduzyy moN .
BLSTISI‘T | 1SEY6IZ Y9 BLY T p8S'SSy | LSPITSI ©ooo'sz | LL9° 12T osp'st | epeAsy
THT'908'YT | HIE'LITY 9T6"§TE S ZI0°6S€°E. {  LTPLLET'T 969° 16 LTL L8 79t °ZsT , EYSEIqaN
IST'PID'S | SPTBPD'T - ¢ OBSITP'Z - |° BILSSST |  pEI'¥os PES bR TRLIBLE (ATAR PR ! RURIUOH
69897505 § | 0S6°STZ"8T §| €S6°860"ENS 096°T0Z°6 $1  <86°9Z5°¢ § 56798 9TE‘vR6YF § vos‘eor § | LINOSSTH
- [ N - . ¥ 1 "
) [ , ' [
s | ' #
TV LOL {irrwd uoTRIy | 208N Apnag-yioN - spung spung ueo7] 03 53URID ERRARS
L) 3ITALIE | ~STUTWpY | 1R300 191 aBatrony , anlasay 103, [g] UoTInQLLiue) . £yvungroddg.
\ . yiesyy h_mm_” SUBISIA) | i . SIAIUBAPY W ! ¥l TRUOTIRINDY
@ [g)PriIand | ! - , L : - — P
| 1 [1] 6961 1235Td 107 S3uawlcly 2383§ - UOTIEINPY JO ITIFD 'S "N~ :
I : . . k - 5 . . ' )
— ] | | Ea
' £ J0 7 mmma .
5561 TVOSId ~ 0Ly RLRRTUIE INIONLS ¥Od SaNMd TWI3eRd
, R PenuUTIUOD - 1X BiqE] .
v - _?. i ! - f '
: - . : : § «
t . N W ) -~ C
1 =

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



[

[1]

a2zl

o [3]

14]

[5]

(6]

Federal Vunds

Y : ~50-

for Student Flnancial Ald - Fis;aLilEéQ__

Page 3.of 3
- FOOTNOTES -

“Source: American EducatLﬁn, U. -S. Office of Educatlon, April 1969

Vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 24- 25 Figures do not include.those

funds all@ttéd on an individual project basis,

Source: Statlstlgal Supplement to. Annual Report Administrator. of
- ———=iVeterans Affairs, 1969, pp. 72-73. Estimated selected

T xexpendltures by state, fiscal year 1969, for vocational re-

‘habilitation -and educatloﬂ

w

'S@ﬁfcé?t‘Publié-Heal;h Sérvice Grants and Awards: Flscal Yeayr 1969

f'ufm; .

Fart II: National Institutes of Health. U. S.

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, pp. 402-415.
Includes funds for research grants, training grants, and _.
traineeship, fellowship, and research .career program awards,
undergraduate and graduate -

L

ngher Educatlcn Act, Title IV-A. Amounts represent initial-year

sawards only.

‘Nétionaerefense Education Agta'Titlg IE,

Higher" Educatiof Act, Title IV-C, S T
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As might -be expected, the proportionate spread in relation to 18 - 21
year old population was even greater than the per student reéident
spread. Utah received $7.83 per 18 - 21 year old while Alaska
received $.74. In other words the District of Columﬁia received about
5.5 times as much per student resident as Néw Jersey’, but Utah
received almost 10.5 times as much per 18 - 21 year oIdJaS Alaska. |
Iﬁ contfast,;the’variatiéns were not as great in the WorksStﬁdy progrémi
On = per stu&ent resident bagis Souih Carolina received $60.71 while
New Jersey recéiveﬂ $13.75. Using the 18 - 21 year old popuiagioﬂr
Mississippi réceived $16.30 per 18 - 21 year old while Alaska received
$3.91. This mayﬂbe the effect.égain of the more comprehensive formula
utilized in Work-Study fund distribution. Finally, in overall aid
(all foﬁr ﬁrograms) on a per'student*residqnt basis the District of
Columbia received $15?.6Diér 4.5 times SSAﬁUQh as New Jérsé}’with

its $35.28.per studént résidenf. Distributed by 18 - 21.yearpkold5;

‘the District of Columbia received $47.19 or approximately three times

,as much as Alaska with $9129. ; . ,
Table:XVIII shows the high, thezlo§} and the averagé'fcr each program
for 1968 and 1969 (using 1968 student’resident and 18 - 21 year old

figures).

The question theu’ariSes 6f‘the relatién’éf the disgributi@n of fuﬂds
to poverty levels in the states. Are the states with the highest
poverfy levels receiving.tﬁé qast,funds? If pne‘uSes as an index

the ten sga£es!with fqgest and thé ten with thejmést families

receiving $5,000 or less of annual income the results in the various

prégrams'and the totals. frem allifcpr programs- are most interesting. -

69 T



TABLE X111 -56~ -
RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON U. S§. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT
FINARLIAL AID PROGRAHS FISCAL 1968.

EDUCATEQNAL DPPGRTUNIT? GRANTS

§ PER STUDENT $ PER 18-21

RAHK STATE RESIDENT RANK STATE YEAR OLDS

i. District of Columbia $23.85 1. Utah $7.88 .
2. YVearmont | ’ 17.11 Z. District of Columbia 7.14
3. Utah 14.82 3. Vermont 5.80
4. North Carolina : 13.25 4, lowa 5.52
5. New Hampshire 13.25 . Massachusetts = . 5.29
6, Iowa 12.12 6. Kansas - 5,22
. 7. West Virginia “12.12 7. North Dakota 5.20
4. Tennessee 12.03 B. - South Dakota 5.06
9., Rhode Island ) 11.52 9. Oklahoma 5.04
10. Kansas ) i1.58 10. Minnesota 4,99
11, Indiana - . 11.55 11. Lolorado 4.90
12. Colorado 11.52 12, Oregon . 4,83
13, South Carolina 11.42 12, Wyoming 4.74
14, Minnesota 11.07 14. Nebraska - 4.73
15. Maine 11.05 15. Wisconsin ks 4,61
16. Kentucky 10.96 16, Washington 4.56
17. Ok1lahoma . 10.92 175 Arizona 4.55
18. North Dakota 10.91 - 18, New Hampshire 4,52
15. Massachusetts 10.91 19. Rhode Island 4.50
20.  Missouri 10.96~ 20. Montana 4.40
21. Arkansas 10.75 21. Missouri - 4,34
22. Mississippi 10.74 22. Idaho . 4.30
23. South Dakora 10.69 23, Indiana ’ 4.11
24, Nebraska 10.58 24. West Virginia 3.96

25. Wisconsin ' 10.38 25. Michigan 3.93 .
26. - Oregon 10.05 20, Tennessee 3.73
27. Louisiana 10.03 27. Arkansas - 3.61
28, Georgia 9.84 28. California 3.60
w29, Washington 9.83 29, Illinois . ! 3.56
30. Montana : 9.76 - 30. Mississippi 3.55
31. Michigan 5.69 31. Louisiana - 3.52
32. Arizona 9.52 32, Pennsylvania 3.48
33. :Texas : 9.22 33. Ohio ) 3.45
34. Wyoming ' o 9.16. 34. New York 3.44
35. Ohio : 5.07 35. Kentuecky . 3.43
36. Alabama 8.91 36. Texas . 3.42
37. Pennsylvania 8.63 - 37. Connecticut - o 3.32
38. New Mexico 82.50 38. New Mexico 3.28
39. Virginia - . 8.42 39, North Carolina 3.11
40. Idaha s . 8.39 : 40. Maine . - 2.89
41,  Delaware . L8327 TATU TFlerida T 2083
42, Hawaii 3.09 42. - -Alabama 2.82
43.  Maryland 7.5% .. . 43, Maryland 2.71
44, Illinois = 7.81 44. Hawaii 2.62
45, Florida 7.48 45. Delaware . . 2,53
46, California - 7.21 © 46,  Georgia ’ 2.42
47. New York : 6.64 47. - South Carolina 2.27
48. Connecticut : 6.47 48. Virginia - 2.22
49, Nevada LT 6.24 | 49,  New Jersey 1.99
50. Alaska 5.14 - 50. Nevada ) 1.66
51. New Jersey 4.31 51. Alaska : - .74

, 70



- _57- TABLE XIV

RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON U. 5. -OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLD5 -- STUDENT
FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968,

CONTRIBUTION TO LOAN FUNDS

$ PER STUDENT $ PER 18-21
RANK STATT RESIDENT RAHK STATE YEAR OLDS
1 District of Columbia $94.01 1. District of Columbia $28.15
2. Vermont 67.4% 2 Vermont - 22.84
3. 'North Carelina 52.22 3. Iowa 21.75
4 New Hampshire 50.94 4. Massachusetts . 20.85
5 lowa : 47.77 5 ransas - Z0.58
6 West Virginia 47.77 . 6. North Dakota 20.48
7. Tennesszze 47.41 7. South Dakota 19.93
8. Rhode Island 45.79 8. Ok lahoma . 19.86
9. Kansas . 45.62 9. Minnesota 19.67
10. Indiana ‘ 45.51 10, Colorado 19.32
11. Colorade 45,39 11. . Oregon 19.03
12. South ‘Carolina 45.00 12. Wyoming . 18.69
13. Minnesota 43,63 13, Wisconsin ] 18.16
14, Maine 43.46 14, Nebraska . 18.08
15. Kentucky 43.22 15. Washington 17.98
16. Oklahoma . 43.06 16. New Hampshire . 17.80
17. North Dakota : 42.99 17. Rhode Island 17.73
18. Massachusetts . 42,99 18. Montansa . 17.35
19:  Missouri 42,40 19, Missouri : 17.10
20..  Arkansas 42.39 ; 20.  Utah 16.31
21. Mississippi 42,33 21. Indiana 16.21
22. South Dakota 42.12 22. * Nest Virginia' 15.59
23. -Wisconsin 40.89 23. Michigan 15.47
24. Nebraska 40.42 24, Arizona . 14.84
25, -Uregon 39.61 25. Tennessee 14.68
" 26. Washington , 38.74 26,  Arkansds - 14.24
27, Montana _ 28.46 27. Illinois 14.01
28. Michigan 38.19 . Z8. Mississippi 14.00
29. Louisiana’ 37.67 29. Idaho ) L. 13.96
30. Georgia 36.29 30. Pennsylvania 13.71
31. Wyoming 36.12 . 31. Ohio 13.58
32. Ohio 35.74 32, - New York 13,54
B 33. Alabama 35.11 33. Kentucky 13.52
34. Pennsylvaiia 34.03 34, Louisiana 13.29
35. New Mexico 33.48 35. Connecticut 13.10
N 36. ~ Virginia 31.21 36.  New Mexico 12.91
37. Arizona : . 31,04 T 37. North Crelina 12.27
38.  Utah 20.87 38. California 12.10
39. - Illinois 29.59 39. . . Maine 11.40
40. Florida 29.48 40 Florida ' i 11.14
41.  Idaho §?“ 27.21 4k, ‘Alabama 11.12
42, Texas 26.99 42. Texas 10.01
43. New York 26,18 43, Seuth Carolina 8.96
44.  Connecticut 25.42 7 44, Georgia 8.53
45, Nevada 24.61 45, Virginia 8.22
46, Californiz ) T 24,27 46. - New Jersey 7.85
47. Maryland 21.54 47.  Maryland 7.77
48. Alaska 20,27 48.," Nevada 6.54
49. Delaware . 19.65 49 Delaware 6,04
50. New Jersey 16.99 50. ° Hawaii 3.98
i
"5k,  Hawaii . 12.30 _51. Alaska W
=
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RANIKING OF THE 50 STATES AND DISTRICT OF
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT

TABLE XV

COLUMBIA ON.U. S, OFFICE OF EDUCATION
AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT
FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

INSURED LOAN RESERVES

§ PER 18-21

$ PER STUDENT )
RANK STATE RESIDENT RANK STATE : YEAR OLDS
1. Alaska §11.88 1. - Alaska $1.71
2.  South Carolina 4,24 2.  Wisconsin 1.39
3. North Carolina 3.82 3. ‘Ohio 1.36
4. Vermont " 3.73 4, Vermont . 1.26
5. Chio 3.57 5. New York . 1.23
6. Distriet of Columbia 3.33 6. Connecticut 1.17
7.~_ Wisconsin 3.12 7. Louisiana ™ir: 1.03
8. “\Virginia 2.94 8. District of Columbia 1.00
9. Louisiana 2,93 9. Kentucky .91
10.  Kentucky 2.92 10. North Carolina .90
11. Alabama 2.58 11. Pennsylvania 88
12. New York -y 2.38 i2. © South Carolina ' B4
13. Connecticut 2.28 13. Alabama .82
14, Pennsylvania 2,19 14, Virginia .77
15. Texas 2.02 15. Texas .75
16, Maryland 1.97 16. Maryland .71
17. Florida 1.87 17. California . .70
18. New Mexico ‘1.81 18. New Mexico . .70
19, . Georgia 1.81 19. Florida : J70
20. Colorado 1.49 20. Colorado ~ .63
21. California -1.41 21, Georgia .44
22. Delaware .85 22. Massachusetts o .41
23.  Massachusetts .B4 23. ¢ Delaware .26
24.. Tennessee .79 24, Hawaii .25
25. Hawaii .79 25. Tennessee - .25
26. New Hampshire .61 26, New Hampshire - .21
27. Maine: .54 27. Rhode Island .16
28, Mississippi .43 28. Towa .15
29. Rhode Island .40 29. Indiana t .14
30. Indiana .38 30, Maine : .14
31
31. Iowa .32 31. .. Mississippi : .14
32. Michigan .31 32.  'Illinois - .13
33. Illinois .28 33, Oregon .12
34, New Jersey ‘ .24 34. Michigan . .12
35. | Oregon .24 35. New Jersey . .11
'36.  Missouri’ .22 36. Missouri. .09
37.- West Virginia. .21 37. Oklahoma .08
38. Minnesota .19 38, Minnesota , .08
39. Oklshoma .18 39. Kansas _ ' .07
40.  Arkansas’ 17 40, Washington : .07
41.  Washington .16 41, - West Virginia .07
42, Kansas .15 42 North Dakota .06
43. North Dakota .12 43, ‘Arkansas .06
44,  Nebraska .07 44, Arizona . .03
45. Arizona .06 45.  ~Nebraska ‘ .03
46. Idaho -- 46. 1daho - --
47. Montana -- 47. Montana . ==
48, Nevada - 48, Nevada . --
49.  South Dakota -- 49, South Dakota --
50, - Utah - -= 50. Utah . --
51. Wyoming -- ‘51. Wyeming - : .-




~52- TABLE XV1
RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON U. S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AMD PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT
FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968,

COLLEGE WORK-STUDY

§ PER STUDENT § PER 18-21

RANK | 5STATE RESIDENT RANK STATE " YEAR OLDS
1. South Carolina $60.71 1. Mississippi, $16.30
2. North Carolina 51.91 2. Arkansas .- . 14.86
3. Mississippi 49 28 3. West Virginia ©13.93
4. Arkansas : 44.22 4, South Dakota 13.85
5 West Virginia 42.68 5. Alabama , 12,91
6. Georgia 42.27 6. North Dakota - 12.75
7. Alabama 40.75 7. Towa 12.58
8. Tennessee 40.31 8. Kentucky 12,58
9. Kentucky 40.22 9.  Tennassee ) 12.49
10. Pistrict of Columbia 36.40 10. Louisiana 12,27
11. Maine . 35.24 11. North Carnlina ©12.20
12.  Vermen: ) 35.10 12. Oklahoma 12.19
13. Louisiana’ 34.93 13. Utah 12,13
14. Virginia : 31.87 14, South Carolina: 12.09
-15.  South Dakota 25 77 15. _Vermont © 11,89
16, lowa ‘ 27.62 15, . Minnesota T 11,27
17.  Alaska 27.15 17, Nebraska ©o11.10
18.. Missouri 27.08 18. Missouri ; 10.92
19. North Dakota 26.76 © 19, District of Columbia 10.90
20. - New Mexiro 26.63 20, Wyoming -~ - 10.44
21. Texas . 26.44 21. Georgia 10.40
22,  Oklahoma . : 26 .42 22. Idaho 10.38
23. New Hampshire 25.88 23, Kansas 10,38
24. Indiana ' - 25.43 24. - New Mexico 10,27
, -25. Minnesota 25.00 2. Montana 10.05
26.  Nebraska 24,82 26. Wisconsin ©10.04
27. Rhode Island 23.64 27.  -Arizona 9.87

_28. Pennsylvania - . 23,37 28, Colorado © 9.81°
29, Delaware 23.16 - 29. Texas - 9.80
30. Colorado 23.05 30. Massachusetts 9.77
31.  Utah 22.95 31. Oiegon 9.69
32. Kansas . 22.89 T 32.. Pennsylvania 9.42
33. Wisconsin - 22.61 £ 33. Maine’ i 9,22
34. Florida . 22.50 34, Rhode Island 9.15
35. Montana 22,29~ 35, Indiana 9.06
36. Ohio 22.02 36, New Hampshire . 9.05
37. Michigan . 21.83%° 37. Washington .- . 8.96

38. Arizona ) o .20.64 38. Michigan 8.85
39, Idaho : 20.23 39. Florida : . . 850
40, Wyoming ’ .20.18 40. Virginia 8.39
41. Oregon . ’ ¢ 20.16 4]. Ohio 8.37
42. . Massachusetts ¢ 20.14 . 42, I1linois 8,31
) 43. Hawaii - 20.13° 43.  Californid 7.75
. . 44, Maryland’ 20,12 44.  New York 7.75
" 45,  Washington 19,32 45. Connecticit - 7.32
46. Nevada 17.80 ' 46. Maryland 7.26
47. TIllinois o 17.56 .} 47 Delaware 7.12
48. California . 15.55 48. Hawaii 6,52
49.¢ New York ) 14.98 - 49, New.Jersey - 6,35
50. Connecticut 14,27 50. Nevada 4.73
51, New Jersey - 13.75 51. . Alaska 3.91

Qo , . ' C o .
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TABLE XVII

<

RANKING OF THE 50 STATES AMD DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA
STATE ALLOTMENTS PER STUDENT RESIDENT AND PER 18-21 YEAR OLDS -- STUDENT
FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, FISCAL 1968.

" -60-

ON U. 8. OFFICE OF EDUCATICH

TOTAL U.5.0.E. ALLOTMENTS
) $ PER STUDENT $ PER 18-21

RANK STATE RESIDENT RANK STATE YEAR OLDS
1. District of Columbia $157.60 1. District of Columbia- $47.19
2. Vermont ) 123.37 2. Vermont 41.80
3.  South Carolina 121.37 3. Towa 39.99
4. North Carolina 121.20 4, South Dakota 38.84
5. Mississippi - 102.78 5. North Dakota 38.48
6. West Virginia 102.78 6. Ok lahoma 37.16
7. Tennessee 100.54 7. Massachusetts 36.32
8.  Arkansas ' 97.53 8. Utah’ 36.26

9. Kentucky 97.32 9. Kansas 36.2Q-
10,  Maine 90.40 -10. Minnesota 36.02
11. New Hampshire : 90.36 11. Colorado . 34.67
12.  Georgia 90.21 12. Wisconsin 34,20
13. Towa 87.83 13, Mississippi 34.00
14. Alabama 87.38 14. Nebraska 33,53
15. Louisiana ~ 85.56 15. Wyoming 33.87
. 16. Indiana * 82.87 16. Oregoen 33.67
17. South Dakota ,82.0%- ‘17.  West Virginia 33.54
18. .Rhode Island : 81.45 \ 18,  Arkansas - 32.77
19. Coloradn 81.44 \ ‘ 19. Missouri 32.45
20, Nurth Daketa 80.78 20. Montana 31.80
Z1. Oklahoma . 80.58 21. ‘Washington 31.58
22. Missouri 80.45 22, New Hampshire 31.58
23. Kansas ) 80.24° 23, Rhode Island 31.54
24, Miinnesota 79.88 24, Tennessee 31.14
25.  Wisconsin - ] 77.00 25, *  Kentucky 30.45
26.-  Nebraska - 75.89 26, Louisiana 30.05
27. Massachusetts 74,88 27, Indiana 29.52
28. Virginia 74.44 28. Arizona 29.29
29, Montana . 70.51 29, Idaho 28.64
3C. New Mexico : 70.42 30, North Carolina 28.48
Il. Ohio 70.40 31, Michigan 28.37
32,  Oregon : ’ 70.06 32, Alabama” 27.67
33, Michigan 70.02 33. Pennsylvania 27.49
34. Utah ’ 68,64 34, New Mexico 27.15
35, Pennsylvania 68.22 35. Ohio . 26.78
36. Washington 68,06 36. Illinois 26.02
37. Wyoming . 65.46 37, New York 25.96
38. Texas ° : ‘64.68 38. Connecticut 24.91
39. Alaska 64.45 39, South Carolina 24,17
40, Florida 61.33 40. California 24.16
41. Arizona 61,28 41. Texas - 23.98
42.  Idaho - : - 55,82 42, Maine 23.65
43, - Illinois 54.94 43. Florida 23.16

44,  Delaware ) ’ 51,89 . 44, Georgia 22.20 .
45.  Maryland 51.16 45, Virginia i 19.50
46, New York.. . . 50.19 46. Maryland 18.45
47. Nevada 48.65 47, New Jersey "16.30
48, .  Connecticut - ’ ... 48.54 48, Delaware 15.95
“49, California ) 4B .45 49, Hawaii - 13.38
S0. _. Hawaii .. 41.30 " 750. .- Nevada 12.93
51. ~New Jersey 35.28 51, Alaska ' 9,29

|
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Table XVIII

U. S. Office of Fducation State Allotments per Student
Resident and per 18 - 21 year old -- Student Financial
Aid Programs, Fiscal years 1968 and 1969

‘hAverage Allotment}xﬂig@§§;45tate Allotment, .
and Lowest State Allotment -

| 1968 | o 1969 5
Program . Average Highest . Lowest Average  Highest - Lowest
Educational OPPOI;unity Grants
Per Student Resident - $ 8.94 $ 23.85 . § 4.31 $2.79 ' $7.45 $ 1.35
Per 18 - 21 Year 01d 3.65 7.83 .74 1.14 2.45 .23
Contribution to Loan Funds
Per Student Resident 33.56 94.01 _ 12.30 33.54 91.94 14.87
Per 18 - 21 Year 0ld 13.69 28.15 $2.92 13.68 27.52 -, 2.86
. Insured Loan Reserves
Per Student Resident 1.49 - '11.88 ©.00 2.17 5.94 1.51
Per 18 - 21 Year 0ld .61 1.71. .00 . .88 1.10 .70
: ‘ .
College Work-Study
Per Student Resident | . 23.37 ( 60.71 S 13.75 25.32 . 65.77 14.89
Per 18 - 21 Year 01d - 9.53 - 16.30 3.91- 10.33 - 17.66 4.24
Total U.S.0.E. Allotments '
[ 5 i : . . . .
Per StudenfiResiden; 67.36 157.60 35.28 63.82 ° 142.36 34.52 -
Per 18 - 21 Year 0Old 27.47 47.19 - 9.29 26.03 42.63 8.18
- # - - ’ .
[
J.
- *
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X,
“’As’éne might expect; the College"Work=Study program with its mo.e
cgﬁprehéqsive formula shows;the closest correlation. Eight of the
ten states with highest boverty levels éppear in the top ten on a
per student residen£gdistributian and seven of the wealthieét states
appear in the lowest ten. Using the 18 - 21 year Dlﬁedistr;bution
pattern the higher poverty states drop;to six in the first ten and
the wealthiest s%atesndrOP to six in the last ten. The correlation
is nowhere neafly as high in the EOG program whefe only three of the
high poverty 13;51 states appear in thé\first:tep on a pe; student
‘r351dent basis and only one appears in the first teu on an 18 - 21
vear old basis. In the totals for all programs seven of the.hlgh
poverty level states appear in the first ten on a per student
resident bééis but .only one of;them_appears in the first‘tEﬂ Dn-the

18 - 21 year old base.

Among the striking factors in such an analysis is the fact that the

District of Columbia, one of the tén ”states”“with the fewest poverty

level families, appears within the first ‘ten in funds rece;ved in all

categorles ‘except Work-Study funds per 18 - 21 year old and. leads the

nation in EOG funds per student resident, loan funds per’ student

resident apd per 18 - 21 year olds, and in total funds per student

resident énd pef 18 - 21 year olds. Thisrmay help explain the high

ratio of iésidentglénralléd as first-time undergra%uatesliﬁ insti-

' tﬁfipns.of higher educatipn to ﬁﬁﬁber of higﬁ_schooilgraduates E.Sl,

-, ) éecond in the nation) and give some.indiﬁation of what mcré;adequafe

student assistance can accomplish.
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i ) ] & 7 . i
The following table (pages 64 and 65) gives tue rank orders per program
by each category of distribution of funds recéived by the states'with.the

2 highest poverty levels and tliose with the lowest poverty levels.

While there obviously.are many factors infiuencing the amounts

‘received by states per student r351dent and per 18 - 21 &ear olds in
i ' no e
these tables, it at least'wculd'seem that the mode of distribution
A = = Co N < N = o7
and the intent or purpose of the distribution need careful review and Y

reconsideration.

= =. e

JIf it is fhe obligation of tge staﬁes aéISUgggsted earlier.to heiﬁ
equéiizeihigher educational opportunitylwithin the states, thgn the
fe&eral gdvernmentlshould.not cut back funds for agy state bu% instead
_help equalize higher educational oppartunlty amcng the states. While
ther; is some evidence that the Work:- Study program does move in ihi;

direction,- it iS'far from. clear that this objective is being achieved

in federal programs as a whole at this time.

| It would appear that fedéfal,progfam should have two objectives: °

(1) Equalizatién,of‘higheffédﬂéétioaal,opgqrtunity among the staﬁes;

I

and,. (2) enccuragémenf’Gf_the’staféé wi%hou%—studen%réééiéténée
piogramé to dé&glﬁp suchuprogiamS';hrough inceﬁtiyes such és'revenue;
sharing or matching funds.  If these obgectlves aré to be galned two
rthings séém necessary: (l} The already suggested review of allacatlon
procedures’ in light of gogls; and, (2)'1nvalvement gf the states and
their pléhningtagencies more directly in. the planning'and.disyribution

. . i . i ) R - “ . . o
process. than is now the case. ‘At present,. aside from the guaranteed -

- . " ) . . . = : ) ‘ = . ) . . l,_ ) N
loan program-in some states, all of the major student aid programs

curreritly operate on a direct federal-institutional basis: To suggest

. TR
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. admission, by the nature of the case it is extraordinarily difficult

!-etudent aselstanée.

progrgmsﬁere not prlmerrly need—besed “the funds made eveileble

-5&6—-

involvement of the states and their planning agencies in federal

higher educatiern student aid allocations is not to undermine ‘the role

S & . : . ’
or importance of institutions in student aid administration. - But it~

©is to recognize that the needs of potentiai students cannot be met

frgz.

by 1nst1tut1oﬁe alonea by the federal government ‘alone, or by . . .-

’f“lnstltutlons and the federal gevernmeht'werklng~1n tandein. While

iﬁst%;ﬁticns can work with students who have enrolled or appli.d for

ef

for the institutions to become involved with or concerned about those

Bl

needycstudents whovnever get beyond'high school, who never apply to

an 1nst1tut1on, bet who have college potentlal and can be planned for

on a statewide basis.. In addition, the state agencree at least have

‘an. opportunity to take a broader look at the total range of_educetionalt

o

institutions and opportunities in relation to the needs of students

‘than”inoividuel institutions are able to do. Since the states do in.

L€
L=

'fact_eoﬁéritute-the major funding source for higher education today,’

any effective distribﬁtion:to meet the total needs must involve the

¥

trlple partn ¥ hlp of 1nst1tut1ons, states and the federel governmeﬁt 5

in common plannlng and allocatlon of the funds from all sources for‘

1

One addltlonal aspect of the problem must be added. All of the ﬁejer

operated through the U- S Offlce of Education

programs in student

‘prQVlde fUnds prlmarlly for étudents in hlgher educatlonal 1nst1-

tutlons in the more tradltlonal eense While Veterens Administratlon

- 6

through the;G. I. Blll can be used: in the- full renge of post secondary

ediicational obpqrtuntt;es. Many of the states through community

B A 4



colleges and.technical institutes have come to Tecognize‘more:clearly
than apparently has the federal government that, at this point in
history, occupational education is an integral part of the total

~ -post-secondary educational spectrum. Accordingly, student assistance

should not be iimitearté‘;éélleges""asvimpértant as the ''colleges'"
a'ré» in the ‘I,':D?t!él picture. Stuaent -aséistance needs to be seen in the
total pcst=séc&ndaryrcgﬁtext and éfovision must beé made in planning
gnd administration szstudent'assistaﬁée on the state ésvwelllas

federal level for comprehensive aid to students in the total range

(7]

of post%secondaiy educational programs. Only if this is the case

will the needs of pctential students in their diverse institutions’ .
" be met and only if this is the case will equality of educational

opportunity commensurate with interest and abilities be achieved.

5

el



necessary: First,.a diversity of institutions for students to attend

| -
aid, 1t 15 very much aware- of the intimate relatlon of aid to. ﬁudents

tation for student aid effective plannlng and 1mp1ementat10n‘fcﬂ .

-68-

Section V_- The Central Goal and Recommendations.

"A. Government Responsibility.

With this review of trends, practices, andfproblems on institutional,

state, and national levels in mind, the Task Force wishes to reemphasize

Fiad

that it is a major responsibility of government-- state, iocal, and

federal-- to provide educatignaliappgrtuni;y for all its citizens in

‘accordance with their abilities, motivations, and the needs.of society.”

To achieve this goal in post-secondary education two requirements are

i

providing the range and variety of programs appropriate to individual
differences, irtverests, and abilities, and relevant to the variety

of occupational and cultural opportunities and needs of the .

_contemporary world; and, second, the elimination of barriers to

access to these institutions -- financial, societal, and gecgraphicq

It is with the seccnd of these requlrements, and. partlcularly the

financial aspects of this seccnd requirement, that this Task F@rce is

primarily concerned.

B. Student Ald and Instltutlanal Ald,

While the Task Force has focused its attention on student financial

“and aid to institutions. Wlthout effectlve plannlng and 1mplem n-

’ l
1

1n%t1tuplcns is 1mPQ5S;ble and vice versa. Financial aid to student§
without a planned variety:cf healthy pﬁblic and privaté iﬁst;ﬁutfaﬁs \
will not meet the néed cf gtuéenﬁs and society at state or ﬁatiapai

levels. | ' ;ﬁﬁé h | ' e .g\

- . \

1
v
-
—
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It is important to distinggish ?etgéen consideration of aid to
institutions and aid to students. They are not ﬁecessafily the same.
" However, it ié also clear that appfppriations to aﬁ institution,
pubiic or private, whiéh result injcorresponding decreases in charges
to stgdents'is really a form of student aid. And, conversely, an
award to students which is absorbed in iﬁgfeased charges is really a

form of institutional aid.

‘This Task Force was not charged with consideration of aid to
institutions per se, public or private, by direct or indirect means.
‘Separate Task Forces of the Education Commission of the. States may

consider the proﬁlems of aid to institutions public and private at a
later date énd this Task Force strongly urges that the Comﬁiésion'
inaugurate such a Task Force or Forces as quicklfxas possible. |
chévar;:while this report deals primarily with aid .to students,
‘thermembers of the Task Force fully recognize not only that ;here are
implications in any student aid policy for institutional structure,

. : s - S -

but that equal post-secondary educational opportunity depends upon
the availability of.a variety of tfpes of'post=se¢cndafy instituticﬁs
to meet different needs énd upon reinforcement“of programs designed
to meet ;herspecific'needs of di;advaﬁtaged and needy stﬁdent$ above
and beyond the usual Services-affcfded to traditicna}ly ""qualified'
students. To this extent the Task Force 1is fuily éOgnizant'that
effective student aid may in faét dépend upon aiding inétitgtions
both gegeraliy.and specificaiiy in reaching the overall goal!'_it‘isg

however, also the strong belief of this Task Force that meeting the

(%] if’:

needs of students an&,sacietyzi the highest priority objective and

" that meeting the needs. of institutions is a means to that .objective

O
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and not an end in itself. On how student aid is planned, organized§
administered, and funded will have a major impact upon the future
structure and substance of post-secondary education in the United

States.

" Accordingly, thé Task Force entgrsfthe following caveat: While this
report is addressed specifically to the prab;EQS and needs of student
aid, it should bercleafly récagnized that student aié is not, in
‘itself, a solution to the growing Preblemsjéf financing post-high
school educaticn as a.ghole_ Aid to students must not be confused
with aid to institutions. Without facing the problems of insfiiutional
finance neither the quality nor the var;ety of 1nst1tutlcns necessary

to meet the needs of students and soclety can be assured.

C.. The Goals.

"As indicated at the outset, the cenfral goal in student financial aid,
whatever the more specific goals, the Pgrformance'quegtives, or the
:strategies may Ee' is cleariéna can be fairly easily stated . It is,
again to use President leon s 5tatement ”th;t ''no’ quallf;ed student
who wants to go to cullege should be barred by lack of money. But
this statement 1mplles a series of closely related goalsar (1) There
.should be basic educational opportunities at the pqstESécbndary!

_educat;onal level apprcprlate to student needs; abllltles,'and
interests in every state or prcv;ded by EVEQ& state thrcug Lntefstate
afrangéments; (2) .there should be lnstitutlans that prQV1de
apprcprlate post- secondary educatlanal cpportun;ty for all qualified

students; and, (3) each 1nd1V1dual‘5 Qppqrtunlty for 51gn1f1¢ant

career choices should be limited only by his capabilities and not by

, : R :\ffgéi
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economic, cultural, social, or ethnic background. Clearly, an

essential condition for meeting these goals is adequate funding.

Whiie there is widespread agreement among Americans thét these goals
are important and achieveable, in spite of the Presidené‘s furtker
statement that this 'has long been a great American goal; I propose
that we achieve it ﬁDW;“ we are still a long way from its full
implementation. Progress. has been made, but the kind of Pragress
that will in fact translate the goal inta a reality Wil; fequire

the fullest combined efforts of concerned citizens, instiﬁﬁtions, and
agencies. It villhrequire new alliances and clearer delinétiéns of

areas and levels of respgnsibility.

D. Federal-State-Institutional Partnership.

Accordlngly, the Task Force proposes as its central recommendation .
the develoPment of an effective federal staie 1n5t1tut10nal partnership
in achieving the goals. This has been talked about for a lgng time

and expréssed conceptually in the idea of the New Federalism. We
propose that we move be&ﬁnd-fhe talking stage, delinafe functions,

and proceed through such a partnership to achieve the goal.

From the standpoint of public policy, in the opinion of this Task
Force, the priﬁe need is for such a real federal-state-institutional
ﬁartnership. Only through such a ccmplementaticn‘cf efforts can we

assure substantlal progress in meeting the needs of students combined -

with reasanable) efflelent and effective allocation of existing

and future aid resources.

]



E. Need for a Comprehensive Program.

To be an effective partnership it is ésseﬂtial that the partners
tqgetﬁer develop g'tpmprehensive prcgram_of student assistance
including opportunity grants, work-study, loans, and sélf=h§lp from
students and parents. Such a!camprehensive program should at least

be based upon and include the following considerations:

1

l; Need should be u%ed as the prime criterion in providing aid.
Awards in excess of nee@; given scarce resources, déﬁrive otﬁer
students cflessentiél assistance. wﬂile:scholastic achievement,
aihletic-prgwes§, and special talents; for exampie, should be
recognized and encouraged, to doISp in the form of student, aid when
funds are(;carce and as a result needy students are excluded from the
basic oﬁpartuﬁify tahcontinue;educatiqn commensurate with their
ébilities, perpetrates and perpetuates an injustice which strikes at
the very roots of the &emccra;it process. |

.2. Utilization of need as the prime criterion also calls for
tge develapﬁ%ntiand adoption of a uniform system of n?eds.anaiysis‘
to insure nationwide equity in detérminatian of need. The critical
factor in determining need shculd_bertherabiléty of ﬁhe students:and
pafents (inclu&ingitheir ability to.carry iaans) to finance post-
seécnﬂéry education. While fecognizing the progress in need analysis
that has been made by such héticnal‘crganizatians'és"the College
'Entranée'Exéminaticn.Bcard and the Améfiéan College Testing Program,
the Task Force recommends that a national study be qndeftékén to
refine ﬁeapsgpf'determining'nee&! . Such a StudyﬁPf-Stﬁdiesxshouldé
ccnsidér ﬁniqﬁe_scgietﬁl as well as £éﬁi1y ccnditioﬁs,»establish é

more uniform basis of dealing with emancipated students, and deal with

-
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criteria for neéagﬁeterminatians of part-time, graduate and

3
\
%,

professional studéngé, ) “ ' \

3. A system of allocating available funds should be develcpeg
in suchia way as to assure equity in their distributién £egardless
of geographic 1Qcatioﬁ'both withiﬁ states and nationally. The
committee reccmEEﬁds.that present procedures for allocation of
federal funds be critically reexamined in'the:light of the President's
call for equal educational opportunity to insure that funds are in;
fact directed to areas of gréatest neédJ

4. In .developing a comprehensive aid program §e1f~he1p (student-
parent contributions in cash, work, and loans) should be ccﬁsidered
as the first sourcg:af‘financing post-s- zondary education but with
full récoéﬂition that grants must be pro. ded to close the remaining
gap fcr‘students with more extreme needs. 't the Task Force also
'recpgnizés-that for some studenfs from extr. .e ec@ncﬁigally and
culturally depressed areas and;hcmes”EVEn self-l.elp must be inter-
preted in such a way as to maké it clear ﬁhat rea' and not illusory
opportunity is being foereag in ofher words, mgtivation has to be
Pgraused as weil as help offered. Ear such étu&ents grants are of
major immediate importance. |

5. This means that sPedial provision must be made to recruit,
adﬁit, and £Eta;n students from disa&vantaged backgrounds. This will
require additioﬁal support to iﬁ;titﬁtigns and ia»stateiagénéies to

compensate for the higher costs of these special services and these

=7

additional costs must be included in planning for student aid-

Réquired also are institutional, state, and national programs designed

to seek out and encourage the disadvantaged to avail themselves of

Q ‘ : '
e _ B 8"? p
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‘increased educational Gpﬁartunities, \It sh@uid be recognized that
legal Qppartunlty in the sense of non-exclusion is frequently not

enough to insure real cpp@rtunlty; For the Very poor, the dlsadvantaged
the sacially deprived, whatever the reasons, legal opportunity needs

to be reinforced or translated in terms of faéilitation of access,

that is, makiﬁg the;cppcftunity,both visible and attractive. This
involves helping to overcome poverty, negatlve social expectaﬁ;ons;
1nad3quate elemEﬂtary and secondary educatlonal preparatlon in some
‘cases geographical remoteness, and in still other cases parental and

social indifference.

Such student; néed to be ﬁade awafe.fhat ihey can be admitted to
post-secondary education and can sucéeedg Such access invol?e§ close
interrelations among the four functians.ﬁf recruiting, admitting,
financing, and retaining L all are required to provide real
opportunity. If the student is to have a reasonable possibility of
achievement commensurate with his abilities and not simply pass
through and-out the doors of p95t=§eccndary educationél'ihstitutiuﬁs{
supplemental guidance, remedial wgfk; and oéportﬁnitf_fo;"égciéi;~
adjuStmeﬁt'must also be prcvided.f Thé costs of these ﬁust,bei
figured into real CGSﬁSIfoS£UdEﬁ£>aid and the funds pfovi&e§@as
.éart,of the total effort. Further, the aﬁpropriéting or granting e

'agencies should réquire plans-for such programs from institutions oxr

systems and perladlc evaluation 5 of their effectiveness in human -~
“resources saved for society. ' ‘ - -



On bQ;h state aﬁd federal levels the real cost of educat%hg pbor;
disadfantagéd, and deprived studgﬁts must be identifiéd.andrfunded_
The ‘failure adequately to recognize these costs will further delay
the translation of- legal Qppértunitiéé into real 3pportuni£ies.r

A

One further word needs to be gﬁ?ed. The recognition of the need

for provision of remedial work, supplemental guidance, and opportunity
for social adju$tﬁentdcurrently and -in the foreseeable future for |
disadvantaged students in pos£;sgccndary iﬁgfitutions; aé c£itically
imPortant as it is now, should not, hgwéverg be taken as a long-range

goal. The priﬁary responsibiliiy and the'long-range -goal is to

equalize and improve elementary and secondary education for all

children in the nation so that remedial helpiis no 1Gﬁger nécesséry

£

except in éases’iﬁyalying major changes in vocational afticulatioﬁ 5
and'cbopération-betWEen postasecondéry educaticnal institutions aﬁﬁ
elementary and secondary‘séﬁgclé_;c'meef the total national challenge

~as well as for more effgctive-énﬂ equalized support of eiementéry
and secondary schaols-* | |

: . 3 ’ B P
6. A ccmprehen51ve féderal state institutional partnership

pragram also calls for the deveiopment of a national’ system to assess

perlcdlgally prcgress in aﬁhleV1ng the goal of equal educatlanal

oppartunlty Far too frequently programs have been developed funds

appropriated and expended with rittle or no evaluatlcn cf tt31r

effectiveness or of their’ relatlve éfféCthEDESS‘ln relation to-
alternative programs, Both frém the standpolnt of developing the
optimum means of meeting the need as well as’ assuring the most

1

effective utilization of the funds,that are now”expended and thosr

which will be needed in the future, more careful evaluation and

C89. . ¥
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fuller accountability for stewardship is essential. The Task Force . |
recommends that a study of effective and continuing means of
evaluation of programs be undertaken immediately.

F;WAIhQﬁR352D§§ibility of thezsygtés,

It has been evident throughout this répcrt that the prime responsibility

to prcyide;pcst-secandary_educatignél opportunity to students

historically, constitutionally, and in present practice rests with the

states. It is the conviction of the members .of the Task Forcg that

this is where it should continue to lie.

-

! / \
If the states are to fulfill their functions in the light of this

. -
»

Iespéﬁsibiliéy then a series of recommendations as to how this can

effectively /be done follows:

state should develop a comprehensive student assistance

ch includes provision for both grants and self-help in the

| ' - - . ' .
form: of lcins and work opportunities. This program should be avail-" .
udents pursuing anf‘public ot ﬁcn—public-pﬂst-secondéry

able for j

program igcluding Vocétiénal‘schacls, technical institutes,

community, and junior colleges, and graduate’and professional
institutions, excluding on1y<pr@grams the funding of which,wbuld; a _

raise state and federal écﬁstitﬁticnal issues. As already noted, some

states have made_cansiderabie pregress in this direction, but even.

5

among these .states the progress is uneven. Too frequently the

programs have been limited in terms of the types of institutions at

which they can be used. Far too many states still have.no program.
And yet it is not only the impoverished .citizens of these states who

-are,nggativél? affected, -to whom adhcatigna1 DppGrtunity is in fact"

-
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to problems of the environiment apart from effective education, and

‘situations. ' . ' .
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i

dénied' and.wﬁo ére crippiedﬁﬁy this 1ack'af Gppgrtunity: From thé
standpglnt of the economic and cultural health Gf the :tate in the
long run no wiser investment of publlc funds :an be made than in the
state's yéuﬁg ‘people: Wh;le edugatiankls not a panacea that w11i
cur§4311 social ills, it does éeém cléér that:there can be‘h; 10ng—‘
ranée sciufiéﬁ to poverty,' to problems of the'ghettégltc welfére,.cr
' , , . :
educatianai Qpportunity h ' o
2 - The Statesfshould develop a partnershlp w1th 1n5t1tut1cn5lin'

admihistration Qf the program. States sh@uld have as their gaal the

"removal of -financial barriers to the educati@nal‘oppcrtunities for.

Ll s ) .y T H

which students are qualifiéd. This includes equalization of

opportunity in relation to institutions and in particular to the
- . . oo . . L . i
" ¥

. . ‘ ' L e
institutions most qualified to meet the needs of the ind1v1dual
~ i .

_ students, ;ncludlng 1nst1tutlons prlmarlly concerned with occupatlonal

_education. - Institutions have -the respon51b111ty; Wlth the as ,,,gance,

c.

of State, fedéral ;and inStitutianal funds§ of assuring equity in

%

dlstrlbutlon of financial suppgrt among thezr students ~Thus there

ES

should be a state financial aid structure to ccmplement 1n5t;tut10nal

student-aid structures and to assure equity 1q-relat1@n to institutions.

The compréhensive program;shéul& haye‘sufficient flexibility,_howsver,'

C N S s o, e
to enable student financial aid officefrs 'to meet unique student

3. The. state shnuld develap Wlth 1n5t1tutlons and the féderal :

o

govarnment an eife:tlve wdrk study program : States and 1nst1tut1cns

should be enccurgged to exPand part tlme work or work- study prcgram

)

-oppcrtunlties se‘that? Wheneverwpc531b1£,-students may chcase zelevant

-
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-aﬁd to scciety in genefal It is
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work rather than loans as central to the student's self-help portion

i :_7stg§§ﬂy aid program. - Requ1rements for student self-help

5hau1d not be so ‘large that they jeapardlze 51ther the edugatlééyo

" the financial future cf the student!: While loans have an important

place in the tdtalifinanzial picture; particularly at the level of

providing the option to attend more costly institutions, they have
limited -utility for very low-income students, women, and athers
- - /

. o o5 = E / - )
whose future earnings are uncertain and likely to be variable. In
' &

addltlcn, self- help through work on a limited basié, if properly

: planned, can have important educatlgnal a%zwell as maneta;; value in

helping students in career choices and cgn provide valuable experiences

;

in areas related to future careers.

a

The Task Force feels that loans are aﬁ integral part of a c@mpréhensive

student aid program. Further, it*bgiieves>that creation of a secondary

loan market and other steps should./be taken ‘to encourage greater .

private financial involvement in the student loan program. However,

the Task Force is concerned aboutfwhat the long-range effgﬁts of too

i
heavy a dependence “‘upon lgans may do to students and tneir parents

aware cf concerns expressed by chers

{
and the dangers inherentin saddh‘ ng her parents or students W1th
foiel D
1

/ ;f*”*z
debts whlch W111 und;rmlne their

v

iwn f;nanc;al futures (263

AcchdlnglyJ the;Ta,E_Fgrpg would warn , )

|

‘the Task Force is_aware that much Af the speculation, pro and con, ‘in
. . T ‘ ‘

relation-to the %f?ect of loan proérams is based on less than clear

. . |-

- |

(;5 ——— = T i ‘\ - . ; .
R )See partlcularly, Gecrge H. Hanfard and James E. Nelson, ''Federal
Student Loan Plans: The Dangers are Real“ 1n Coblegg Board Rev1ew f

Spring 1970, Pages 16 - 21. !

N

) R« A

] -

/7

—’

warn against any move to make loans the

priricipal bas&s for financing post+seécondary education. At the 'same time
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infgrmaticng Accordingly,'the Task Force recammends that a npational

study be undertaken to assess the possible 1mpact unpon 1nd1v1duals

_..ﬂ —

el

'(Students and parentsj a@d society oi proposed major expansion of
student loan programs. |

4. In the meantime, recognizing that loans are 'an inéegral part
< of comprehensive student financial assistancé programs, the Task
Force recommEﬂds that the states should develop in CDmblnathn with
institutions -and the federal government eféectlve lgan programs

including accepting respan51b111ty of prcv1d1ng requlslte services

o
5
= ~y

and admlnlstratlve functlons in relaticn to federal loan programs
operating through the states. The experience to date;with guaranteed
loan programs operated througﬁ state agencies has been highly

encouraging. It is regrettable that some states have not developed

" the mechanisms to cooperate with.the federal government by handling
the guaranteed loan programs on the state level.

5. Since the states do have responsibility for removing
financial barriers to higher educational opportunity to their citizens,

" but also have the responsibility for providing the variety of_ types J
of educétional opportunitf to ﬁeetithe interests and needs of their
citizens and‘théirsqwn manpcﬁer ﬁeeds, the staﬁes shouid)provide
effective stateQide.planning and coordination not only for student

financial aid programgvbut to help insure the existence of a va:iety'

-

'cf post- :eccndary educatlcnal cpportunlty from short-term occupational

T education to prcfess;onal and graduate educatlon in the various types

of institutiams to meet the,variety of ﬁeeds_and abilities of students

and the manpower needs of society. Effective statewide planning will

also require that attention be'paid to regional -and national planning
/ . - .

‘and cooperation as-well.

1
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With the major enrollment increases in the future coming from the
~. /) lower half of the population econcmically and in terms of ability
(judged by traditional criteria), it becomes progressively more

important to recognize that post-secondary education is not confined

Post-secondary eduéatiOﬂ includes a spectrum of institutions and ,
IVQUECtiDﬂS from graduate-aﬁ& prufessionél‘edﬁcation; through four-year

liberal-arts and technical institutiéns to éoﬁmunity colleges and

voéatiOnal=ocduPati0nal pcst=secaﬁdary institutes and schools. We

need to prcvide‘ﬁidespread alternati§25 to the traditional college

in the form of cgcﬁgationgl educaiion which will be as a%tractive

to students and parents as the fourzyeér coileges. We also need to

provide mere options in connection with the time of entry to post-

econdary education so that it can occur even after years of inter-

u

vening experience. No one institution can or should attempt to be
all things to'all people. It is critically important, if student
‘aid is to provide opportunity commensurate with ability and soéietal

needs, that we plan in terms of open access not necessarily. to

"individual institutions but to systems of post-séccﬁdary éducation
\ ., ’

both public and private. The need for common pfénning; for effective
partnership, for institutional, "state, and federal cooperation, and

for statewide and regional coordigatiﬁh of efforts must become a major

priority if the naticnal'goéi of providing equal opportunity is to
be achieved.’

6. The state should provide effective evaluation of resource

t—

use as related to results to measure progress in achieving equality

rescurces. It is highly quéstienable whether present resources are
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being used as éfféctively:as they might be in reaching the goals of
highef edﬁcatianal opportunity. We have already noted inequalities
aﬁang institutions and tQE%EE;iizaFigg of aid funds as Iewgrds for
\athlétic éﬁd academic accomplishment. If the iné?eased funds that
will be necessary ;n,£he_future are to be kept within reasonable
limits it becomes particularly important that present practices
and procedures in the utiiization of funds be cérefﬁlly scrutinized.
7. States should focus continuing and future efforts on .aid
commensurate wiﬁh need rathér than the further extens%cn of general
non-need based subsidies for all students. Tﬁis is not ﬁo say or
to argue that the present methcd of funéing of public higher education
should be radically altered nor is it to 5ugge%t that geﬁeral support
of higher education by the state should be abandoned. It is
essential that states continue to support tﬁé general public higher
educational structures in terms not ogly of thé:ecénéﬁicnand social
benefits accruing from an educated citizenry bu£ also in terms of the
specific advantages higher educational instiﬁutians bring to the staies
" and communities iﬁ terms Qf:research, community service, and cuitural
cﬁpcrtunitiés to the public at large. It is, however, to recognize
that the genefal financing of highér education needs :aréful study
aﬁgireevaluatgan and that, in relation to student aid in particular,
if the barriérs are iﬂ fact to be removed future emphasis needs to be

on whatever is required to remove the barriers.

G. The Responsibilities Dgizbé,E§4§ral,ﬁov$r§ment-

E T,

While the federal governmbnt has been and should remain the junior

partnér to 'the states in student aid and support of higher education,

=3

O

.95
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it will, of necessity, have to play an increasingly important role if

national objectives are to be met. In fulfilling this iﬁcreasingiy -
imporﬁant role there are some rather clear obiigationslef thesfede,al
government that ﬁave not always been effectively réccgﬁizedu These
obligations include the following:

1. One of the major functions which the federal government

- could and should play is to hélp in equalizing opportunity among the

states and, in cooperation with the states, in closing the remaining

‘aid gap. As the evidence so clearly indicates the states' abilities

to Supﬁart student aid programs vary widely. These differences

are largely a result‘of differentials of family income, and differ-
entials in state ability to support a student assistance program.

The federal government has an obligation- to help equalize the funds
available at the state level to assist needy étudents. Where the

lack of a state pragiém results not from inability but from failure

to récagnize the obligation of theistéte, the federal governmefit

d@gs have an obligation to enggurage:the state to develop an appropriate
pragram of its own. Accardingl&, at ;east one approach to the federal
ralé,bénd the one curreﬁtl} most in accord with the public intereét,

is that of assuring student aid through grants on a national minimum

basis among the states and of encouraging the stat~s, through

matching funds, to develop their own effective programs. The fedetal
government can reinforce the states in insisting that grants be based

on need as the prime criterion. Such a program should be devised not

to penalize those states currently making major efforts, since under

no circumstances should the current level of federal support to students

in any state be reduced. Rather, the program should be devised to

= B

396
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recognize that in future and additional furnding, equalization of
opportunity regardless of geographic area must play a progressively
mere imPDTtE;t part. | -

2. The federal gavernmént,rin addition, should help provide
a national framework for selfehelp=th:cugh loans and work-study to help
meef differential costs of the various educational opportunities for
lower--and middle-income families, for example, the Naﬁignal Defense
LGaﬁ;l wafehéﬁsing of loans, interest subsidies, and guaranteed loans.
Such a national framework is essential to ?rgviée insﬁraﬁce and
credit on a national basis to offset differences émang tEf states in
resources and credit standing across the nation. The h%pﬂ.for a
Flexible national loan structure is particularly important for middle-
income families with more thaﬁ one child in :éllege.who, in spite of
groés incomes, fiﬁd themselves faced with the kinds of financial
obligations they can not meet without an opportunity to borrcw;, Egr'
this reason the Q@mmittee recommends against setting arbitIaFY\PPbié}f
‘income level figures for eligibility for fians. It Eelieves thaffthe
same pripciples of need assessment shaﬁid apply to all levels of
income in light of the unique situations that face partiéular~famiiiesg
Far.the mid?le;income.studeﬂt, in particular{ loans méy makerthe
difference between géiﬁg-ta the institution of his choice and going
to the instituticn gﬁe family can immediately afford.

3. The federal gcvernment>shpul& élloééte funds for student aid
equalizatiﬁn to state agencies representative of the total post-
secoﬁdary educational communitf (or to existing agencies so augmentgdr
for tﬁis pﬁrpoSe) in order to assure an equitable distribution of these’

funds to the studeﬁts enrolled in ‘the entire spectrum of post-secondary

i

RS - 4
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educational institutions. 1In the past, the federal funds allocated

for étudent aid havg'géne-directly to institutions. While the Task
Fcrcerrgccgnizég the critical role the‘individua% institutions must
play, it also recognizes thét the problems of student aid are larger
than the 51ngle institution. From this standpoint ‘the need fcr an
nstltutlanal state-federal partnership réther.fhan a federal-
institutional partnershlp becomes pa Ttlcularly acute. Since the

major responsibility for long-range planning and for the develoﬁment of
an effective, realistic, multiple instituticﬁalrpéét—secppdary eduéa—
tional system public and ?rivai% increasingly rests with tﬁe states it becomes
of prime impartaﬁce that the distribution of funds take statewide
planning, cooperation, and CQordiﬁatiDn'intafgéccuﬁt, S%ate agéﬁcies
can be concerned about needy students, including those youth who

never get beyond high school, while it is hard for institutions to

be concerned about studénté ugfil they appf} for admission. Bf the
nature of the case, the individual institutién finds it extraordinarily

"difficult to.do anything about the students who do not get to college.
This, agaiﬁ; is not to negaté the role Dr‘the ijpértante of the
individual instituticn but ﬁ@ raéagni:e that narsingle insfitutioq

can be all things to all people.‘ The basic need is for equality and
for balaﬂce, In meeting this need thegﬁtate agency can and Shouia”

1

perform the critically impartant‘statewgde function.

VoL
i

i
\

" H. UnfiﬁishadiBusiﬁess. : . L
. = il bbb .. ) "‘\

1. While this report has‘net:éicluded graduate education, ‘it
has Lnteﬂgf;nally *concentrated on the prnblem of Student ald at the
post-secondary, undergraduatE'level!,‘The problems of student

assistance in, and responsibility fgr,igraduate and professional
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educatlan deserve special consideration in " their own right and must
not be overlooked in canceptrating on the pre-baccalaureate levels.

It is at least conceivable that as a2 national resource graduate

education is even more directly a national than a state responsibility.

However, in terms of urgency related to changidg social conditions

and individual needs the problems of student aid Qnrthe Qﬂdergraduate
post-secondary level assume an importance Ihaﬁ commands major attention
in itg”gwn right. ‘The Task Force does, however; recggnize.the
ﬁniquaness and urgéncy of the problems of graduate education as well.
Acccrdingly, the Task Force strongly recommends that the Education
Commission of the States institute a Task ?grée on Financing of Graduate
Education as quickly as possible. 1Améﬁg thé‘fuﬂcticﬁs of such a task
force should be the consideration of the respon51b;11tles Df the
federal government, of the states, and of the individual institutions
in relation to graduate educatiop! It is suggested that these may

be different than the functions on the ﬁndergraduété level. It urges
such é tasi force to take a pérti:ular look at the problems of ;
finaqéing graduate education both in ferms of institutional éupﬁcrt,

and in terms of student assistance.

Pending ccmpletianrgf a study by such a task force, this Task Force

graduate student -aid are generally applicable to the graduate level.

i

2. The Task Force recognizes that the general problems of
financing higher education, public and private, will ﬂot‘be solved

by 1mplementatlcn of the recummendatlgns of tnis report ncr can they

=

be solved thrcugh answers to.the problems of 'student ald alone. Th

99
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Task Force feels that a cooperative eEfDrt of the Education Commission

>,
™,

of the States and other national érganizétiaﬁs concerned with the

future of higher education should be underéaken to éxplare in some

detail the alternative methods of financing gﬁé pricing educational

. N -

outputs. Such a study should include the range\hf current suggestions
N,

in regard to financing higher educgtion and such aéditicnal

‘suggestions as may be fofthéaming and explore these in terms of
appropriate model building and testing of implicatiansi*ﬁThe study
should keep in mind the probable changing character Qflhigher

education itself.

- 400
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GLOSSARY OF FINANCIAL AID TERMS

.Equal educational opportunity -
Oppertunlty for all Amer;can youth to pureue some type of educational

1nd;v1dual 5 telente, lntereets,and motlvatlon,

FIEY

Hi gher education -

Education beyond high school level including terminal occupational
programs as well as formal degree granting programs.

Grant or grant=1n aid -
Financial assistance which carries no obligation ef repeyment. The -
grant may be based on personal characteristics of the student (e.g.
low family incdme,’veteran“e status) or associated with some aspect
of the student's status in echoel'(e g. enrollment in a specified
course of study, paiticipation in the bend or athlet1c5)

Seholarshlp . i
Type of grant, usually related to the student's academic
achievement and/or his need for financial aid to meet his
educational expenses. : '

Work-Study -~ -
Program of part- tlme employment planned and supported by the eehool

meet his educatlonal expenses Work-— study d“ffers fram cther part~
time student employment in that the educaticnal institution ermally
supervises and supports the former while the student may engage in
the latter with no involvement on the part of the educational
institution. r : :

Loan -

Provision of funds for educational expenses with the requlrement
of future repayment “under speelfled conditions.

- Packaging of ald -
Practice of combining various types of financial assistance (such
. as grants, work-study, loans) to maximize effectiveness of limited

funds while retaining appropriate consideration for needs cf
individual student. .

- ‘ 3

Student ald -
Financial assistance in form of eeholarehlpe, grante, loans, or
part-time jobs pIOV1ded leELtly to students for the benefit of

the students. - . ; _ : - .
Instltutlonal aid - \

Financial assistance” prQV1ded to an institution, fer its general

support. A . 1 ) -

-

‘ | - . 101
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. ;
G1D55§§y 9£TE;pancia{Véiﬁ'Terms - Continued

Financial need -

-~ Difference between a student's own financial resources (his own
and his family's) and the educational costs incurred by the
,student '

B

Tuitlon -

Charges levied by educatlonal institution a% a QOndlthﬂ for a

student's enrollment in a program of studles

Educatlonal expenses =

Total costs incurred by §‘student by v1rtue of his enrollment in
a program of studies, Included are tuition, special fees, room
and board charges, codt of .books and’ educatlonal supplies as well

-as transportation: and cther necessary personal Pxpenses

.?jE(igsa y - 4; : .
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APPENDIX B -

STUDENTS AND FINANCIAL AID FOR A UNIVERSAL ACCESS MODEL DF
' HIGHER EDUCATIDN o -

John K. Folger

Wheiylll the New Students Be?
At presenﬁ (1968) about 7S‘§er cent of eeeh“ege group eempletes high

'school. About half of the& graduates (48 per cent) go dn to college

immedietely-and another.ten per cent will ettendieveqiually,;eiter

~ . varying per10d§>o£ delay. ;In 1968 tﬁis meant that about ‘45 per cent
T V'
( 78) X ( 58) of the age ‘group will eventually begln college and ebeut

t

hs
half of  the EﬁtraﬁES'W1ll eventuelly eern a beeheler s degree. Total

unée{graduate enrellment in 1968 was: abeut 6.1 mllllen about 45 per

\
cent’ Df’the 18 - 21 year eld*ﬁopulatlen

H , . &

A

By 1980 the Carnegie Commission pIQJECtlDﬂS 1ndlcate that abeut 85 per

cent of the ege group will complete hlgh schcel and about two- thlrds
£ B
of them (66 per cent) wlll enter ee’lege eventually ‘Thle,w;ll mean

e 3

that about 56 perveent:bf the age greuﬁ-in 1980 wjll'atteh& ecll%ge

at sometime and total undergraduate enrollment will Be{lo - 10.7

Amillion; about 58-63 eer'eent,of_the 18 - 21 year old populetien;'

A preliminery estimate of eéllege=entry retesfby>ability'aﬁd‘femily

income status will give Some indication of the characteristics of the

'mew"" students who will have to be accommodated in the system.

N A _—




TABLE I
Percentage of the Age Gr@ﬁp Who Enter College
1968 - 1980

Academic. ' Family Tncome Family Income
Aptitude “High _Low  Total “High Low - Total

Top Half .82 .56 .69 .87 .67 .77

!

Bottom Half .32 .14 .23 44 =26 .35

—

Total .57 .35 .46 .67 .46 .56

While,these~estimates argere;ativeiy'érﬁde estimates, which have a
Substé;tial errsf of estimaté:(;ﬂé/éc .05), theg show that most of the
ihcréases.in enrollment will oaéé% among Studentslwha ére in the lower
half in aptitu&eVC6D'per cent:éf the "new" Stﬁdents will come from
this group) or are in the lower half in family income (60 per cent of
inc%ease ére also in this gfaup)g Only ébeut l2,% 13 per cent of the
"new'" students will come from the group that is iﬁrthe top half in
both aptitude and family income. If this enrollment model is to Be
réalized by 198G it is quite clear that the ''open admissiqns"%
iﬁstitﬁtions}and the low-cost institutions will écc@mmodat§ most of .
t?; new students.: If‘a changa in tuitiag policy toward hiéhei fuitién

is recommended, the low family income students will need substantial

‘additional scholarship, loan, and work opportunities.

%

Prcﬁectiong of these trends Eéycnd 1980 in;icate that somewhere
between 60 and 70 pe£ cent Qf ﬁhe@agg group will attend écllégg for at
rleasﬁgsamé period of time. Céiiégé aﬁﬁeﬁdance will be as commcn as

~ high school attendance was in 1950. Furtﬁerm@re,zthe numericalwgrQWth
éf‘enrollﬁent is likely ﬁa_étcpwéng‘there will bevsdme)aétuél'enrcll‘
ment .declines between 1980 and 1990. The 18 - 21 year old group islv
projedted to decrease froﬁ 1?.1 t; i4.6 ﬁilli@ﬂ'bétWéenVISSD and 1990,
aééarding'tc ;QWHCEESQS pfojecticns,;which”aséuﬁe a slightly higher

Q | v- -y |

e
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level éf fertility than has been experienced in the last two years.

' Thls means that whatever changes in the system are made should be
L made by 1980, since it is much hardefagc change things when

enrollment is declining.

' In addition, the per cent of college students who are outside the normal
-undergraduate age range of 18 = 21 will increase fépidly in the 1970's

; and 1980's. Census projections indicate that the per cent of students
: \ .
’ &

over 21 w;ll increase by ten peTCEntage points betheen 1966 and 1985

;

This is likely to be an underestimate since thé Census surveys ‘miss
some part-time students who &Drk,full—time.
Table I A

Percent of Students
Over 21 - 1966 to 1985

1
¥

Year _ ~ Percent
1966 . 36
1975 . f 40

/
/

. A more precise estimate can be made, for the need for scholarship
, / .

) ] : ) L/ ’ . - - :
asssistgnce by adopting a table from Humphrey Doerman's Crosscurrents

T : -, / ; ,

of high S;hgai graduates by famfiy income and academic aptitude, using
/

. the data frqm PIQJECt Talent whlﬁh was collected in the early 1960's

i
/

i Althcugh crude and subject ta/same error, this gives a useful estlmate

4

in Ccllege Adm4551sns. Doerman has estimated the current distribution

P
, of current/cailege_g@ing_pgrgéntages and..can be translated into

| estimates of Sthiarship funds needed, based on various assumptions.
Tabie 2 sraw s that percent of high school graduates who enter college

by aptitude and family income.
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Table 2

Est;mated Percen; of High School Graduates Entering College
By Famlly Income and Academic Aptitude, 1969-70

Family Income - Academic Aptitude
| Low Medium High Total
Below $4,600 Total 17% 23% 54% 23%
Men 22 - 30 - 64 2¢
Women 12 16 43 17
$4,600-7,499 Total .20 . 34 | 76 35
Men 26 45 86 45
-Women 15 23 67 ) 26
$7,500-10,699 Total 25 41 .. 82 . 45|
Men - 33 . 54 93 55
Women 18 .29 72 35
) : 1
$10,700 + Total 56 79 95 79
' Men 60 84 98 83
Women 52 73 92 75
Total “Total 31 52 87 54
: Men 37 61 93 - 61.
Women 27 43 81 47

Source: Adapted from Humphrey Doreman, Crosscurrents in College
Admission. Relationships between male and female enrollment rates .
at each income and aptitude level estimated from Folger, Astin, '
and Bayer, Human Resources and Higher Education. College going
percent (54) reflects both high school graduates who go directly
to college out of high school, plus some students who defer entry
to college for a year or more. College Board equivalent scores
are: Low Aptitude - 200 - 299

Medium Aptitude - 300 - 499
High Aptitude - 450 +
These cutting points divide the high school graduates approximately
into thirds. Those in the high groups could be expected to succeed

in a regular college program.

with annualllncomes above $10 DOO-at all a:ademlc aptltude levels.

There are a fairly large percentage of students attending college from
the lowest aptitude level -- they will,probébly haveza{cgngiderabie
émguﬂt Dfrdifficulpy~with conventional college progranis,” which ﬁﬁﬁérlines
~the need for alﬁernate pcét;secandarybpragrams, |
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If our goal is to make college as accessible for the student from a
family with income below $4,000 a year as for th: youth from a family
with income of $15,000 a year; it is clear that we have a long way to
go. Enrollment rates in the highest income group in the low and middle
aptitude groups are more than three timés the enrollment rates af the
lowest income gfoup, and in the high aptitu@e group, high income
enr@llmenf rates are almost double the enrollment rates in the lowest

income group. 2

If enrollment rates in each aptitude group were raised té the level of
the highest income group, the nuﬁber of college entrants in 1969 would
have beenvincreased from aE@ut 1.5 million a year to about 2.2 millién
a year. This would represent an increagé from aboﬁt 54 per cent of

high school gréduates entering college to about 76 per cent.

Lawer énrQ11ment rates of low-income youth are not all caused by lack
of funds.““Mqtivaticn is also lacking in many cases. If youth come
from a family background where no one has gone to college, go té a
high schcgl whefe very few youth go on to college, and run around
with friends who do not plan to go to coliege, they are not likely to
develop college plans. This is particularly true of gi;lé from low-
~income families whasé college enrollment rates are about half the rates
fcf boys 1in ;he same in;pme and aptitude groups. Gii;s' college
attendance rates are -almost as high as the boys' rates in the high-
income group. If a low-income family is géing_tc.éncourage aﬁy of their
children to gé to cpll;ge ﬁer£313ﬁce is given to the bays; who need

 the education to get a good job.

| 107
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It would be unrealistic to think that additional schalarship funds

would immediately raise enrollment rates to the level of the highest
income group. But if financial aid for students were more adequate,
enrollment rates would be able to rise to the level of aspiration of

students.

These figures also raise a more -difficult question -- who should go to
college? It seems clear that we should provide financial assistance
‘foq all the high-aptitude students and should encourage as many of

i

" them as possible to enter college.

The low -aptitude students will have difficulty in succeeding in a
regular college program and probably ought\té consider some alter-
native type of-post»secondary education. In_spife of this, over hélf
cf.the low=aptitpdé (bottomithird of high school class) students who
came from families who had incomes over $10,600 a year enrolled in
college and nearly a third of the total low-aptitude groﬁp entered
college. Studieé-gfwthe college pragiess of the low-aptitude
students in the early '1960's indicated that nearlf a third of t£em
actually completed a college degree within five years after entrj.,

(Folger, Astin, and Bayer, Human Resources and Higher Education,

p, 174). These statistics show that some low-aptitude students will
~succeed in some colleges. 1f the low-aptitude students with money

arc able to go to college, shpuid the low-aptitude student from a peor

background be denied an equal chance? :
e
’ 12

108
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If we had better measures qf potential for success we could haye more
confidence in screening out people fraﬁ college and suggcating that
they get some other form of education or go to work. While our
measures are pretty good in predicting how well people will do in an
‘academic program, we have not been able to demonstrate much connection
between academic performance agd later success on the job. Given the
inadequacies of our éelecti@n téchniques and our commitment to equal
opportunity, the best course seems to be to (1) provide widespread
alternatives to college in the form of occupational tiaining which will
be as attractive and as inexpensive as ccllege; (2) prcvide more
Gptians about the time of éntry to college so thét_it can Gccuriafter-
several years work experience, and so that working adults will find
it relatively easy to go back to college fér additional éducation
during their]wcrking life. As the figures in Table 1A suégest,lghisf
trend toward icfe adults)comiﬁg to cG11ége'i5 likely to.continue for

. the foreseeable future.

How Much Financial Aid is Needed?

Before we can answer this question, we must differentiate between
7granté—in!aid; which are scholarshipé'based on need; and self-help

assistance, which includes work and loans. At thg present time work

and loans;constitute a much iarger share of the. total available aid

than sch@iarships do, and this Erend seems likely to continue into

the future. The plans-of the current Administration involve a_égm!

bination afrgmall schclarsh%p,-soﬁé work assistance, and a large supply

“of loan money made available to everyone.

B
i
g
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The amount of scholarship aid that is necessary to equalize opportunity -
is difficul. to define precisely, but it probably should be a larger
fraction of the total than anticipated by the proposed federal ﬁrograms,
:which would require low income youth to-do a lot of work and/or
accumulate a sizable debt. The amount of aid réquired will also depend
on ihe cés%s of college attendance, which will véry depeﬁding on
whether'fhe institution is public or privatéuagdlﬁhether the students
are commuting or residEﬁtializ Approximate averagé‘gut—of—pocket

H -7 ’ - R . . - \‘ . < -
" expense requirements in these four situations are shown below. Actual
expenditures vary widely about these averages in different institutions

and for different students. ‘In addition to these direct costs, all.

IToxt Provided by ERI

T - [ Publi Private
. Living Costs 600 600
Comnuting Tuition 300 1000
) Total 900 11600
Living Costs 1200 1200
Residential Tuition - 500 1400
- Total 1700 2600

stuqents; regardiess of situation, have foregone incéma of about $4000
a year, which thef-wguld have earnad if they had gone to work instead
of'té school. Summer earnings and Dthervéartetime work should be
Subtractéd frém thiértgtal foregone earnings. The cther indiiqct
subsidy "is the public cantrigutign to the edu;a%ion of students. in the
public.institutignsg This probabiy avgragés'ébgut $1000 a feér for |
‘undergraduates‘andﬁis two or more times as large for gfaduate and
professiénal students. -The size.cf_stholarship'prpgram needed will
depend on where the Studen£s'énrcllraﬁd wﬁether‘or not they are

residential or commuting.

ERIC 110
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For students who are residential in a public institution, the following

_table indicates ane way of equalizing ability to pay:

Table 4
: Direct Loans and Work | ~ Total Required
Family Income Aid _Self Help @~ Parents Expenses
Under $4,600  $1,000 $ 700 B S $1,700
$4,600 - $7,499 700 800 200 1,700
$7,500 - $10,599 200 800 700 1,700

$10,600 - up A - 600 . 1,100 1,700

For students who are commuters in a public institution:

_ Direct Loans and Work : Total Required
Family Income Aid Self Help =~ Parents ___Expenses
Under $4,600 § 200 $-700 . $ --- $. 900
$4,600 - $7,499 -== 700 - : 200 900
$7,500 - $10,599 -—- . 200 _ 700 900

$10,600 - up -—- ' ——— 900 900

For students in a private residential institution:

Direct ~+ Loans and Work Total Requifed
Family Income ’ _Aid Self Help Parents _ Expenses
Under $4,600 $1,900 $ 700 $ --- $2,600
$4,600 - $7,499 : 1,400 ' 1,000 - 200 : 2,600
$7,500 - $10,599 ~ 800 - 1,100 700 2,600

$1D;600 - uP ' . === 7 1;200 @ 13400 2;600

In the tables above, the pérents' cgntributicn to the support is based

on CSS tables, revised. Work self-help is assuméd to avéragé‘$300v}n’

shﬁméf éarﬁingé and $500 during the school yéaf, which would require

the organization of a much largerrwarkistudy program than currently

exists. Loans ﬁguld'be;thé alterﬁatévs for students QthcDuldrﬁOt, or

did not ﬁant to work. Most students éguld not' earn more than $SOQ a
>~year and still carry a fgllstiﬁelstudeqt léaq, so any_531f-hel§A

~estimates above $800 are assumed to be loans.

O

B 5
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Ihe:publi; cost of enrolling and educaﬁiﬁg 100,000 students in each of
:the three models above, plus thé ﬁfivats,commuting étudent model is
estimatéd below, as:umlng approximately 20 ,000 students in each of the
%hree lower ihcome groups, and iD,OOD'iﬁ-the highest incéme group.

b.It is.assumed that administrative costs ‘of loans and work-study organi- .
zation are five pef’;ent of the\taﬁal_selfehelp prggrém;'but ﬁhat other

‘costs areS.covered in the.private sector.

Public cost of 100,000 students ig:é (figures in millions)'

1. - Public,residential college

Appropriation for cést Df .education = 100.0, -
Direct Aid e . 38.0
Work and Loan Administration . _.3.5 *
Total . : - 141.5
. ST . d -
{

2. Cammﬁting college

Appropriation for cost of education 100.0
Direct Aid - 4.0
Work and Loan Administration . 2.0

: Total ~ T06.0

3. Private residential college

Direct Aid : ' 8.0 |
Work and Loan Administration 5.0 \
Total ‘ 89.0 § _
4. Private commuting students - ;
Direct Aid - . 34.0°
-Work and Loan Administration _ - 3.5
. Total a 37.5

This shows that the largest publi¢ expenditure is required to equalize
appropriations in public residential éqilegesg While these models are.
»appraximatians that are Subject to a substantiai mérgin of error, this

_.conclusion abaut the costliest prcgram wguld nct be changed unless these

were*hajor changes in the assumptlon about the ratio ‘of self help to




H

I ' : : ) :
direct aid, or the ratio of costs for commuting students to costs for
residential students.

g : ,
For the apprcxlmately 6.1 million students enralled in 1968, this 4

pattern of dlrect student aid would have ‘cost about $2.5 bllllﬂﬂ if

- \
5

we could assume that the-ccliege students were drawn from the different

income classes proporti?nal to the number of families in- each income
group in the pcpulatign.\iSince the lcwﬂincéme youth are much under-
represented among écllegé&gtudents, the aCtua}fcoét of a direct aid
prggram'af this size would ?ave'been close tol$1.0 to $1.2 biliionﬁfoi
tﬁe students who were a:tuafgy enrclledi. ' /“

|
\ -
\

In thié model the student and\his parents would pay the majority of

i

,dlrect callege costs, exclugivé\of the state appropriation fér the

educationgl program in public institutions, which if‘it is CDnSidéféd
L d - B \ i

a financial subsidy for the students wauld make the state's CDntrl:, )
: ) ) s \\ . L=

bution larger in the public in Stltutlans.: However, if the student s
L \

income- 16ss (f one income) is flgured into the cal;ulatlcns, the

student wguld pay abcut three fourtgg of the total cast of his college

\ .
gducatlaﬂi e

College enrollment~waundergraduates.iﬁ expected to expand from about

6.1 million in 1968 vo 10 - 10.7 million in 1980. We can estimate

that -the approximately fcur'million‘add;¥ioﬁéi students will be

distributed as fallows;‘, : . \_
Lommunlty .college (cammutefs) 2.0 million.
Other, public college commuters .5 million
Residential public colleges | 1.0 million
Private college, res1dentlal‘and . .5 million .
commuting R Lo : ‘ . o
‘ \
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_ : o » -
The financial aid requirements (at today's costs) would be affected
\ . : : !

by the distributior of students by institutional typé. If most qué
' /

income Students are commuters, then the financial aid requlrements

g

(other than self-help and the publlc appraprlatlon for 1nstrugt1oh]

would be less relative._ The overall costs to the taxpayers wauld be
if a program of financial aid to students would actually alﬂcw
5 / . -
the prlvate college: to expand by half a mllllcn students in the next
/

decade. The 1ncqme distribution of the new'studénts will be_sqbstantially

less

: . o o
lower. than the income distributicn of the currently enrolled Students

~currently enrolled students wculd quallfy fcr,’

Cabaut 42 per cent of
a1d accordlng to our estimates) whlle 70 - 75 peficent of ' the new

Total aid for the new students

i

students-would qualify for some aid.
would be about $1.6 billion if they were distributed 'y instituticﬁﬂ

But if we use the assumptichs

!

in the way current students are enrolled.

abnve ‘about venrollment of 87.5per cent in c@mmunlty coileges and cher

, -

public institutions, with two tthdS of the new students b31ng commuterd,,

L]

the d;rect aid requ1rements are reduced to the $. 8" bllllcn to $1.0

b111 DT range. ’ ‘ R A w _ _ L

The $.8 - $1 0 blllan when added to the current requlrement of $1.0° to Vir

$1 2 blllan wculdgmake a tatal requ;rement of abcut $2. D tD $2 2

there wauld have to be a massive

" .billion in dlrect ald In addition,

expan51on of self help prDV1S;ons, plus a tremendous 1ncrease 1n

l

!appraprlatlcns since nearly all of the future growth is expected ta
A - - : "i-",\ L. L ,

occur ‘in publlc 1n5t1tut1cns." e S

)
R
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éince the gﬁbliziéupport of instfucticn>is a subsidy ﬁé stuﬁenﬁs
reg§£dié$s of famiiy income, scme:econcmists and public foiciéls
Pfcpase an ‘increase in tuition iﬁ public:institufiCHS to be céunter-
'balaﬂcéd for Iow%inccme students by.an increase in.scholarship aid.
For the new students there would not bé-much éﬁift_of ﬁcstSffrbm the
T_Pgb;ié'ﬁp the privaté Segﬁors,.since'ﬂearlf threé'fourths'éfiéhe new.
éfuéentstthaﬁ we are trying to attract.wculd quaiify.fgr assistancé;
andlas tuition rises their neea for subsidy[wculé‘}ise prop@rtiaﬁatéiy.
For é%udgnts#currently enrolled, the net 5hif£ of théxééstsicf college
éjfromLthé'Public to the Privgfe sector would Bé~largér; since only

"about 40 per cent/of them would qualify for direct aid.
. p /

Summary and Recommendations

"IQ remove the barriers to ﬁbllege enrollment that exist because of

v

' | , , L o e L
inadequate finances, there should be a program of financial aid of’

sufficient.ﬁagnitude so that with a éambinatian of Self=help and

direct grantss every student should have an opportunity to’attend
- _ . , g

college.  This goal has been stated by most recent matcrzsl study [

groups, the president of the university, and is at leasr in part

embodied in current federal assistance proposals. ’ b

To define the amount, of fundsﬂneeﬂed; the amount that the fémily could
contribut¢ was determined from current collegelschclarship'Servige
standards. The amount of self-help waS de;$rmined_b§”the approximate

-

feasible for the full-time student. Féf_’alculatignqpurpcses-this_was

average amount of part-time work, plus summer earning$, that are
- - ! I : -

" assumed to be about $800 a year. For "the student whé could not work,
this could be made-up with loans. Thefremain&e; would: be caveredfby

Q'}ect,grants'baSéd Sblé y
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Since the direct costs of college attendance vary by type of college
and by whether the stugent is a Commutér:éf‘iesident? the future growth
of the public and private sector and ﬁhe proportion of commuting
students and the way the students from a different family income bac}@

ground distribute themselves by institutional type will have a great

deal to do with total aid FequirémEﬁts as defined above..

S e t

i
We have estimated that these requirements are currently between §1.0
and $1.2 billion a yéar aﬁd t@?t the growth angnrollment; which will
be concentrated in the low-cost commuter iﬁstiﬁutiaﬁs in the next
decade:‘will>increase.direct student aid requi}emehts by about $.8 to

$1.0 billion a year, to a total of about $2.0 billion in 1980.
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\ APPENDIX C
) ,
REPORT OF\ STUDENT AID PROGRAMS
J&@h K. Folger

\

In 1967, a total of $36,843;759 for student financial aid was awarded

. \ . e o
by Tennessee's institutions. D? this total $20,431,888 1in aid was
\

awarde. by Tennessee's public iﬁgtitutions while $16,411,881 in aid

. . \\ . .
was awarded by private institutions. Over 40,000 students were

A
assisted with pért or all Qf‘theif\zollegé expenses; 41.3 per cent of
\ : : \
A
the undergraduate students and Sl.l\per cent of the graduate students

, i \ .
in public institutions received aid'%hile 46.2 per cent of the under-
graduate students and 50.5 Pet cent D% the graduate students in private
ihstitutioﬁs received aid. . | ;

The above information was obtained fram}a survey of student financial
aid programs in Tennessee Colleges whicﬁ{was conducted by Mr. Roy Nicks
: | !
of Memphis State University under the Spénscrship of the Tennessee

' !

tiigher Education Commission. Fifty instiiutians responded to the

- o . \ L ,
survey form, which included questions about the amount and sources of

student aid and about the number of "students assisted. From this survey,

1

the following comparisons of student aid between public and private
colleges and estimates of need for additional student aid were made.
' T |
| .
A broad definition of student aid was employed to include lLoan Programs,

Scholarship Programs, and Work Programs. In public institutions 37.7

per cent of student financial aid came from Work Programs, 29.9 per

] i
!
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came from Scholarship Programs; 31.2 per cent from Work Programs, and
28.1 per cent from Loan Programs. Scholarship funds come from federal
sources including the Educational Opportunity Grant and Veteran's
Programs (G. I. Bill), private gifts and donaticns, and institutional
funds uéed for academic scholarships. Some academic scholarships are
also the result of private gifts. 1In 1967 from funds provided
directly by the colleg. private institutions provided their under-
graduate. students with over seven times as much academic scholarship
assistance ($1,944,918) as public instituticns'C$265,688). Public
institutions ;révide& their undergraduates with over four times as
much aid fa? athletic scholarships ($1,238,487) as for academic
schﬂlaréhips; conversely, private instituticﬁs-pfovidéd néérly three
times as much academic scholarship aid as athletic scholarship aid.

($656,065) .

Public iﬁstituti@ns awarded $335 in finanéial aid Perffullstime-
Studegt enrolled and $781 per student receiving aid; in contrast,
privéte Eclléges,awardéd-$5l4 iﬁ‘finaﬁciél aid pef fullstime.student
enrolled and;$1,112 per student recéiying aid. Private‘schcgls ’
offered cansiderably.mafe aid'per student than did public institutions.
The cost pf_attending p?ivaﬁe institu;icné, hcwefer{ is much %?gher
tﬁaﬁ in public institutions; the avETagEEyearly tuition forlTennesseew
private institutions in 1967 was $15012'while»the-average yéarly basic
fees for public iﬁstitﬂtians were $270. When thisAdiffergﬁce in coéE
is considered, the average level of student support in private

institutions covered a smaller portion of total costs than in public

institutions.

-
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Table I categorizes the distribution of financial aid by saufce for
public and private institutions. Although more financial suppoit was
obtained from federally assisted programs than frcﬁ oﬁher funds
managed by the institution or from funds managed outside of the
institution, increased amounts of suppcrtrin Federal programs such as
training grants and fellowships, the-Health Professions Educéi‘énal

Assistance Program, The National Defense Student .~an Program,--and

The largest amounts of funds available in federally assisted programs
were in the form of loans (National Defense Student Loan Program and
Guaranteed Loan Program) and scholarships (G. I. Bill and Veteran's
Picgra; énd;Educatiaﬁaerppcrtunity Grants) whereas the-largest

amounts of funds available from institutionally maﬁaged funds were in

‘the form of work programs.

Table II shows ?er student participation in federally assisted programs
on national and state levels. The actual state average per student
'participaticn;is above the naticﬂalvaVEfégé except in the Work-Study
Prcgfam, Because Tenneéseans have lower average inc@mésg é higherl;
level of support igfneeded w}thin_the'stéte;ﬂ If %ﬁé &iffereﬁce'iﬂ
national and;state per household inéeme averages is taken igta consid-

eration, Tennesseans are above the level of support their‘income- level

2 " . - ) . . - -
wouid entitle them to only in the two loans programs.
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TABLE IT .

A COMPARISON OF NATIONWIDE AND TENNESSEE PARTICIPATION IN SELECTED FEDERAL

STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS, PER STUDENT, 1967

National State. : State
Average Average Support
Per Student Per Student Needed*

lational Defense Student Loan $ 553 $ 668 $ 656

lollege Work-Study - 700 576 831

‘ducational Opportunity Grant - 497 520 - 590
‘ennessee Educational Loan CDrporatién © 923 : 1,102 1,096

Level of support needed takes into account differences in national ($9,012)
ind state ($7,325) aver.ge per household incomes (as reported in Sales Management,
ne 10, 1966). '
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How much student financial assistance is needed?

income, and the average ability to support a son or daughter in college
with a given amount of income, to estimate the needs for financial aid
among students enrolled in Tennessee's public institutions. This
anglysistindicated that if all financial aid availiable in 1967 had

beén used by needy students, estimates of student neédf%pr financial

assistange indicate than an additional $15 million should have been

availabie to help defray their-ccllege expenses. However, over-$3
million in student aid, classified as student .jobs and academic,
athletic, and music scholarships, may or ﬁay not have been given to
students who needed financial assistance. Many students who did not

receive sufficient student financial aid from federal or institutional

Vfunds were obtaining. the money they needed‘tc go to college by workingJ
or by unusual parental sa;rifiéelcr frcﬁ other -ifts and scholarships
unkncwﬁ tD thg institution. Freéuently, sLudéﬁts are forced to
'pcstpéne graduation dates, D£ in éame cases to éfécontinue their
education permanently because they have to work their way fhraugh

college. A limited amount of work can be an important aid in paying
- ' | | | P
college expenses, but too much work is likely to slow down college
progress.

~ The institutions participating inithé study reported that in 1967-68,

théy knew ° 283 undetgfaduate students and 10 graduate‘students'who

discontinued their studies for financial reasons. Iheré'are undoubtedly
’,éthershwho have to quit for athef,reasons-part;y'relatéd.tc financial

difficulties. = . -
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Information thained from another survey sponsored by the Higher
Education Qammigsicn will be used to develop estimates of the number
of 1§WiinCDmE; high—abiliéy high schagl éraduates wgé do not go on
té college. Data will be available soon to “stimate the number of

talented Tennesseans who. never get to collége at all because they do

not have the money.

In spite of the large amount of student aid available in Tennessee
colleges, the need for additional student aid is evident. Not only
do scﬁé Qf the young people who are attending college need additional
financial assistance now, but there are studen%s who could come to
college ;f!ﬁhéy had some way Qf;f;nanaing their college education
thraﬁgh work Dpp@rtunities; scholarships, or other forms of aid.
A moré detailed report oprstudént,aid will be available within the
near future. Individuals -interesied in gbtéinimg a copy of thﬁs
Teport should write to:

L ) ~ Tennessee Highgr Education Commission

507 State Office Building

Nashville, Tennessee 37219
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